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Preface 


I have pursued several goals in writing this book. The first was to some- 
how anchor an analytical description of American political development 
“at the beginning” of national state formation. As will become clear, I 
think, in the course of the book, the American state emerged from the 
wreckage of the Civil War. The state that early American nationalists 
had previously attempted to establish at the Constitutional Convention 
in 1787 had become a mere shell by 1860 — a government with only a 
token administrative presence in most of the nation and whose sover- 
eignty was interpreted by the central administration as contingent on the 
consent of the individual states. This antebellum government was not so 
much overthrown by the Civil War as rendered anachronistic. In the 
process, prewar constitutional doctrine and administrative tradition be- 
came the ineffective weapons of the regime’s opponents as they attempted 
to prevent the Republican party from consolidating the power and au- 
thority of the new Union state. Other than these pleas for a return to 
“the Constitution as it was,” the modern state’s inheritance from the 
antebellum period was nil. In that sense, then, an account of American 
state formation can begin with the Civil War with little lost in historical 
continuity or theoretical generality. 

A second goal has been to put forward, in contrast to both the “class 
conflict” and “consensus” interpretations of American political devel- 
opment, a more encompassing and elternative analysis of the impact of 
southern separatism on the formation of the American state. The search 
for potential comparisons within the European state system has led many 
scholars to focus on things that did not happen in the United States, such 
as the absence of strong social democratic movements in the late nine- 
teenth and early twentieth centuries. While such nonevents serve as useful 
foils to what actually occurred, they tend to reinforce a continuing preoc- 
cupation with European experience. In contrast, recognition of the pri- 
macy of southern separatism in American state formation — the large 
something that did happen — emphasizes the membership of the United 
States in that class of nations that have had as one of their most prominent 
developmental influences the ebb and flow of separatist threats to national 
cohesion. Some European regimes, such as Great Britain and Spain, have 
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also experienced significant separatist pressure. But many of the most 
comparable cases, such as the Soviet Union, India, and Canada, are 
located outside of Europe. 

Another characteristic of American state formation during the Civil 
War was the almost complete fusion of party and state in the northern 
Union. During the decade in which the Union first suppressed the Con- 
federacy through war and subsequently attempted a partial reorgani- 
zation of the southern political economy, the Republican party exer- 
cised without significant challenge central state authority in the name of 
northern-led nationalism. Again European experience can provide a few 
parallels, but the most comparable cases of nationalist party-states have 
arisen outside Europe altogether: the PRI in Mexico, the Congress Party 
in India, the Bolsheviks in the early years of the Soviet Union, and 
so on. 

The final aspect of comparative state development that has influenced 
the writing of this book can be traced to the Civil War itself. During the 
conflict America held not one, but two central states and these states 
were locked in mortal combat. The material requirements of the battle- 
field compelled the southern Confederacy to pursue a relatively statist 
war mobilization. In contrast, the northern war effort mobilized materiel 
and men by relying on voluntary contracts within a comparatively robust 
capitalist market. Since the formal structures of the northern and southern 
regimes were almost identical at the beginning of the Civil War, differ- 
ences in the way in which they developed during the conflict can be 
attributed to both their contrasting social bases and the capacity of their 
respective societies to supply armies at the front. Thus, general questions 
concerning the impact of war and economy on state formation can be 
addressed by comparing the experiences of the Union and Confederate 
nations. 


In one form or another over the last five years, I have taken up all of 
these issues with my colleagues in the Proseminar on State Formation 
and Collective Action held at the New School for Social Research. To 
all of them — especially Charles Tilly, Ira Katznelson, Andrew Beveridge, 
Jytte Klausen, Fred Murphy, and Dan Kryder — I owe a special debt for 
their advice and criticism. I am also grateful to those students in the 
Committee on Historical Studies who helped me gather and organize the 
materials that went into this book, particularly Chris Mele, Kenneth 
Trippel, David Turner, and Perry Chang. With a sharp eye and ready 
pen, Kim Geiger edited a rough draft of the book during the spring of 
1989. After my revisions introduced more errors and nonsequiturs, Eliz-~ 
abeth Sanders again scoured the manuscript during the summer and fall. 
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Much of the credit for whatever virtues this book possesses must go to 
my often-failing attempts to avoid her marginal notations. Richard Va- 
lelly and Eric Foner read the manuscript for Cambridge University Press 
and contributed much appreciated advice. Another large debt is owed to 
my editor, Emily Loose, who, with seemingly limitless patience, recom- 
mended a vast number of improvements in organization and argument. 
Other scholars who read and commented on portions of the manuscript, 
often very early drafts, were Stephen Skowronek, Karen Orren, Elaine 
Swift, Kim Voss, Thomas Alexander, Allan Lichtman, Toyo Nagata, and 
H. Douglas Price. | must also thank the National Endowment for the 
Humanities and the Institute for Humane Studies for their research sup- 
port. Asis the tradition in our family, I offered my son, Seth, responsibility 
for all the remaining errors in this book. However, he refused and care- 
fully explained that no one would read his own books if he gave away 
his reputation like that. 


Modernization, southern 
separatism, and state 
formation in American 
political development 


The American state both survived and was transformed by the Civil War. 
The national state survived in the sense that its territorial integrity and 
political institutions remained intact.’ In the middle of the nineteenth 
century, these minimal conditions of state existence were threatened by 
southern separatism and could only be met through a successfully pros- 
ecuted civil war.* If the war’s outcome had been different, alternative 
historical trajectories would have replaced the United States with at least 
two nations, ultimately perhaps more, and in the process profoundly 
disrupted the established traditions and institutions of the American state 
inherited by the northern remainder of the nation. Union victory in the 
Civil War minimized these disruptions but, even so, the impact of the 
conflict destroyed political traditions and continuity in at least one-third 
of the reconstituted nation. 

A new American state emerged from the Civil War in the sense that 
the conflict settled long-standing questions of whether the national gov- 
ernment was to possess the fundamental attributes of territorial and 
governmental sovereignty or was to serve only to coordinate the foreign 
relations of the constituent, federated states. Such questions only have 
contingent historical answers. In the American case, the answer depended 
on whether the northern Union possessed the will and strength to impose 
its formulation upon the South. If the Union had lost the Civil War, 


x. Theda Skocpol gave these minimal expectations a slightly different em 
“Bringing the State Back In: Strategies of Analysis in Current Research, 
Evans, Dietrich Rueschemeyer, and Theda Skocpol, eds., Bringing the State Back In 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1985), p. 16. 

2. As used in this book, the term separatism refers to the secessionist demands of a 
geographically concentrated subsection of a nation and the general, broad-based re- 
sistance to national political integration if and when secessionist demands are clearly 
unrealistic and/or forcibly repressed. 
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southern independence would have answered this question by affirming 
the right of federated states to secede. Union victory thus created the 
American state by conferring upon it the fundamental attributes of ter- 
ritorial and governmental sovereignty. In fact, the very process of seces- 
sion, war, and reunification both strengthened the American state in every 
dimension of institutional design and substantive policy and committed 
the entire apparatus to the promotion of northern industrial development 
and western settlement. 

The major institutions of what had been an extremely weak antebellum 
state thus survived the war and emerged as the unchallenged sovereign 
power within the American republic. In the process, the state exper- 
imented with policies as statist and far-reaching as any in American 
history. Many of these lapsed in the postwar period with the aban- 
donment of efforts to reconstruct the southern political economy, 
but a few, including the commitment of the American state to mod- 
ernizing policies associated with the industrial and financial sectors of 
the North, persisted and laid the basis of subsequent political devel- 
opment. 


The Civil War and the American state 


The Civil War and Reconstruction periods encompassed three stages by 
which a starkly defined and exclusive political coalition captured the 
nascent American state, infused that state with vast powers to remake 
the national political economy, and, finally, was compelled by internal 
contradictions within the alliance to compromise its own control of the 
state apparatus. The first of these stages entailed capture: the ascent to 
power of a cohesive political-economic alliance (the Republican party) 
combined with the exit of its major opponent (the southern plantation 
elite). Up to the point of capture, the American state had been little more 
than an arena in which contending forces and coalitions in the national 
political economy competed over decisions related to continental settle- 
ment and foreign policy. The secession of the South and the decision of 
the North to attempt military reunification produced an explosive ex- 
pansion of central state authority within the framework of the Republican 
alliance. Part of this explosive expansion can be attributed to the enact- 
ment and implementation of the political economic agenda of the groups 
allied within the Republican party. The secession of the South in effect 
broke the logjam behind which this agenda had languished in the years 
just prior to the Civil War and a major portion of state expansion was 
composed of policies that had been proposed and debated in the prewar 
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period.’ The mobilization of the northern political economy for war, 
however, both provided the major impetus for state expansion and re- 
shaped the antebellum agenda. The war had an even greater impact on 
the structure and substantive policies of the emergent southern Con- 
federacy. 

Prosecution of the war, implementation of the major elements on the 
northern agenda, and the reentry of the South into the political system 
all combined to compromise control of the central state by the Republican 
party and allow the development of internal contradictions within the 
alliance to halt expansion. As an increasing divergence of interest within 
the alliance spawned factional conflict within the Republican party, sup- 
port for reconstruction of the southern political economy withered away. 
With the return of former Confederate nationalists to Congress, the Dem- 
ocrats became a competitive alternative to the Republicans in national 
politics. All of these factors — Republican factionalism, the return of 
former Confederates, and Democratic competition — brought the Civil 
War party-state to an end. The Civil War and Reconstruction period 
thus encapsulated several stages in which a starkly defined and exclusive 
party coalition captured the nascent American state, infused the central 
government with vast powers to remake the national political economy, 
and, finally, was compelled by internal contradictions within its alliance 
to compromise its own control of the state apparatus. The process de- 
lineated by these three stages produced the context for the Compromise 
of 1877 — the resolution of the Hayes—Tilden presidential election in the 
Republican’s favor and the associated withdrawal of Union troops from 
the South. This, in turn, slowed the pace of post-Reconstruction state 
development. Once it became possible for the “rebel’” South to participate 
in a winning presidential coalition, the state bureaucracy became a po- 
tential balance-wheel between rival political-economic coalitions. With 
that possibility of a balance-of-power position in national politics and 
the emergence of civil service protection from partisan influence, the state 
could at last begin to develop a “statist” sensibility, an identity and 
interest apart from any class or partisan interest.* 

From 1861 to 1877, the American state and the Republican party were 


3. See, for example, David M. Potter, The Impending Crisis: 1848-1861 (New York: 
Harper Torchbooks, 1976), pp. 390-1. 

4. With appropriate caveats, the developments of this period correspond to one of Michael 
Mann's conditions for the emergence of state autonomy: the creation of “a certain 
‘space’. ..in which a state elite could manoeuvre, play off classes against war factions 
and other states, and so stake out an area and degree of power autonomy for itself.” 
See Michael Mann, “The Autonomous Power of the State: Its Origins, Mechanisms 
and Results,” Archives Europeennes de Sociologie 25 (1984), pp. 186-7. 
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essentially the same thing; the federal government was simply the vehicle 
of common interests in economic development associated with northern 
finance, industry, and free soil agriculture.* By 1877, party and state had 
become dissociated to such an extent that the individual factions of the 
Republican party, particularly finance capital and western agrarians, 
could entertain alliances with the Democratic party and the general in- 
terests of state sovereignty and expansion were no longer the exclusive 
province of northern Republicans. From a statist perspective, this dis- 
sociation might be viewed as the silver lining that accompanied Recon- 
struction’s failure. While we can easily exaggerate this transition from 
unmediated party rule to state-centered pluralistic nationalism (which, 
in any case, occurred slowly), the transition from a revolutionary party- 
state to state-centered pluralism is still significant, and possibly gener- 
alizable as an historical process.* This process can be profitably contrasted 
with more conventional theories of modernization. 


Modernization and American state development 


Samuel Huntington and others have argued that political modernization 
has involved three elements. The first of these has been the rationalization 
of authority throughout the nation — which is accomplished by the de- 
struction of decentralized institutions which might resist the extension 
of that authority. The second has been the differentiation of new political 
functions and the development of specialized institutions to perform those 
functions. The last factor in modernization has been the broadening of 
political participation, primarily through the emergence of mass-based 
political parties. In most European societies, modernization occurred in 


5. As C. Vann Woodward put it, “the Republican party had ... become the conservative 
party, spokesman of vested interests and big business, defender of an elaborate system 
of tariffs, subsidies, currency laws, privileged banks, railroads, and corporations. .. . 
The old Whig element of the North that had combined with the Free-Soil Democrats 
and Abolitionists in the fifties to form the Republican party was on top in 1876 and 
had written its antebellum economic program into law.” Reunion and Reaction: The 
Compromise of 1877 and the End of Reconstruction (Boston: Little, Brown, 1966), 
p. 35. 

6. Within the scope of this book, “unmediated party rule” and “state-centered pluralistic 
nationalism” can be viewed as polar opposites. Unmediated party rule describes a 
regime that meets three criteria: (1) a political system in which a single party dominates 
all other contenders for power; (2) the dominant party coalition excludes important 
groups and classes in the national political economy from almost all participation in 
government decision making; and (3) membership in the dominant party is the most 
important single qualification for office holding within the state bureaucracy. In con- 
trast, state-centered pluralism describes a political system in which two or more parties 
are serious contenders for power, the social bases of competing political parties contain 
at least a fraction of all important groups and classes in the national political economy, 
and party membership is not a qualification for bureaucratic service. 
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that order: first, the extension and consolidation of central state power; 
second, bureaucratic specialization; and, last, popular political partici- 
pation. In America the order was reversed, and it is said that the early 
emergence of broad political participation in the form of manhood suf- 
frage was premature because it aborted the development of the specialized 
and politically insulated bureaucracies necessary to a strong central gov- 
ernment.’ The nineteenth-century patronage-based party system was 
characterized by issueless competition and retarded the growth of a strong 
state because it allowed constantly shifting public opinion to sweep un- 
hindered through the structure of government, preventing the erection 
of stable, insulated, and self-conscious bureaucratic forms. From this 
perspective, the late nineteenth century was a period in which the nascent 
institutions of a modern state groped blindly through a whirlwind of 
patronage, corruption, and sloganeering in an attempt to “recast” (Ste- 
phen Skowronek’s word) the basis of American government. 
Modernization itself “involves such basic changes in the structure of 
a society as rapid economic development, urbanization, industrialization, 
the creation of an integrated national economic and political structure, 
and generally, the spread of market-oriented capitalist economic relations 
and of mental attitudes viewing continuous social change as natural and 
desirable.” From this perspective, the American Civil War was a part of 
the process by which the “modernizing” North integrated the “premod- 
ern” South into the national political and economic system. Painted in 
even broader strokes, the American Civil War appears as but one of many 
conflicts in the nineteenth-century world economy by which industrial- 
izing regions and nations successfully penetrated and reorganized the 
socioeconomic bases of less-developed, usually agrarian societies.* 


7. Samuel P. Huntington, Political Order in Changing Societies (New Haven, Conn.: Yale 
University Press, 1968), pp. 93-139. Huntington also accepts Cyril Black’s argument 
that Union victory in the American Civil War marked the “consolidation of modern- 
izing leadership” in the United States (p. 46). Also see Stephen Skowronek, Building 
a New American State: The Expansion of National Administrative Capacities, 1877— 
1920 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1982), pp. 6-8, 39-40; Gianfranco 
Poggi, The Development of the Modern State (Stanford, Calif.: Stanford University 
Press, 1978), p. 93; Charles C. Bright, “The State in the United States during the 
Nineteenth Century,” in Charles Bright and Susan Harding, eds., Statemaking and 
Social Movements: Essays in History and Theory (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan 
Press, 1984), pp. 123-4. 

8. The quotation is from Eric Foner, Politics and Ideology in the Age of the Civil War 
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1980), p. 20; also sce S. N. Eisenstadt, Mod- 
emization: Protest and Change (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1966); and 
George Fredrickson, ed., A Nation Divided: Problems and Issues of the Civil War and 
Reconstruction (Minneapolis: Burgess, 1978); Raimondo Luraghi, “The Civil War and 
the Modernization of American Society: Social Structure and Industrial Revolution in 
the Old South before and during the War,” Civil War History 18 (September 1972): 
230-50; Barrington Moore, Jr., Social Origins of Dictatorship and Democracy: Lord 


6 Yankee Leviathan 


While generally sympathetic to the modernization school, the theo- 
retical perspective of this book parts company with some of the as- 
sumptions and conclusions of that approach. First, the connection 
between modernization and state development is more complicated than 
many of these scholars suggest. In one formulation of the thesis, state 
expansion in the late nineteenth century was the indicated response to 
two developmental imperatives: the emergence of inter- and intraclass 
conflict that accompanied rapid growth in the capitalist economy and a 
general, equally rapid increase in social complexity. These imperatives 
provided the context, even the necessity, for the emergence of a “modern” 
American state in the sense that quasi-autonomous administrative struc- 
tures would have made the management of class conflict and the coor- 
dination of complex social functions possible.’ Recognition of these 
objective requirements by influential elements of the national elite, it is 
argued, will (and did) move the state forward on a modernizing trajectory 
even in cases, such as the American one, where the statist response was 
painfully slow and often inadequate. 

Without exception, scholars associated with the developmental school 
have viewed the industrializing, urban North as the bearer of American 
modernization and the Civil War as presenting one of the most important 
administrative challenges of the nineteenth century. On the basis of these 
two facts, it could be argued that the response of the modernizing North 
to the requirements of the American Civil War should have been much 
more state-centered and administratively advanced than that of the com- 
paratively underdeveloped South. In fact, however, many features of the 
Confederate war mobilization were far more statist and modern than 
their counterparts in the Union (see Chapter 3). This appraisal does not 
in itself vitiate a connection between modernization and state develop- 
ment. For example, the theoretical framework could be amended by 
interpreting war mobilizations as statist responses driven more by the 
battlefield challenge presented by the enemy than by the domestic con- 
sequences of economic development, thus excepting war from the normal 
course of state development. Even so, proper recognition and correct 
implementation of the statist response to such challenges requires a mod- 
ern sensibility not often attributed to the southern plantation elite. On 
these grounds alone, we might conclude that the (already contingent) 


and Peasant in the Making of the Modern World (Boston: Beacon Press, 1967), ch. 
3; Richard D. Brown, Modernization: The Transformation of American Life, 1600— 
1865 (New York: Hill and Wang, 1976), ch. 7; and C. E. Black, The Dynamics of 
Modernization: A Study in Comparative History (New York: Harper & Row, 1966), 
p. 111. 

9. Skowronek, Building a New American State, p. 11. Also see Bright, “The State in the 
United States during the Nineteenth Century,” pp. 121-58. 
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connection between modernization and state development in the nine- 
teenth century was somewhat looser than has been suggested. 

A second problem with the thesis as applied to the American case arises 
out of the tendency to assume a “unitary” society in the sense that 
modernization policies advance the development of the entire society or 
are a response to external challenges arising out of increased participation 
in the world system.*° On both counts, the reality was very different in 
the United States in the nineteenth century. In the United States, central 
state policies promoted modernization primarily in the North and, to a 
lesser extent, the West. Economic development took place in those regions 
at the expense of the southern periphery, which fell further and further 
behind the remainder of the nation throughout the late nineteenth century 
(see Chapter 7).'' State-sponsored modernization in the South (such as 
the replacement of slavery with more market-oriented versions of peon- 
age) was carried out only incidentally, if at all, for national developmental 


10. This preoccupation with national destiny led Barrington Moore to pose, as a coun- 
terfactual possibility, “what would have happened had the Southern plantation system 
been able to establish itself in the West by the middle of the nineteenth century and 
surrounded the Northeast. Then the United States would have been in the position 
of some modernizing countries today, with a latifundia economy, a dominant anti- 
democratic aristocracy, and a weak and dependent commercial and industrial class, 
unable and unwilling to push forward toward political democracy.” Social Origins 
of Dictatorship and Democracy, p. 153. Given the climatic constraints on the ter- 
ritorial expansion of the southern plantation economy and the fact that antebellum 
southern political systems were, with few exceptions, as fully democratic as any in 
the North and more democratic than any contemporary European system, the his- 
torical possibility of this counterfactual faces major theoretical and empirical diffi- 
culties. The point, however, is not to criticize Moore's vision but, instead, to suggest 
a reason why he chose to project a southern-dominated United States rather than the 
much more plausible separation of the South into a new nation. Moore’s “unitary” 
counterfactual was chosen over southern independence, I would argue, because he 
wanted to compare the American experience with the unitary histories of Britain, 
France, and Japan. In the process, however, he implicitly confused a hypothetical 
contest over control of the national political economy with a struggle for separate 
national existence. An exception to the mainstream emphasis on national moderni- 
zation is David F. Good, “Uneven Development in the Nineteenth Century: A Com- 
parison of the Habsburg Empire and the United States,” Journal of Economic History 
46 (March 1986): 137-51 

11. See, for example, Richard A. Easterlin, “Regional Income Trends, 1840-1950,” in 
5. E. Harris, ed., American Economic History (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1961); and 
Easterlin, “Interregional Differences in Per Capita Income, Population, and Total 
Income, 1840-1950,” in Trends in the American Economy in the Nineteenth Century 
(Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1960), pp. 85-9. Though this book will 
take the position that the Civil War on the whole contributed to the modernization 
‘of the American nation, that contention is subject to a number of important quali- 
fications and is even susceptible to repudiation in terms of national economic growth. 
See, for example, Thomas C. Cochran, “Did the Civil War Retard Industrialization?” 
and Stanley L. Engerman, “The Economic Impact of the Civil War,” in Ralph An- 
dreano, ed., The Economic Impact of the American Civil War (Cambridge, Mass.: 
Schenkman, 1967), pp. 167-79, 188-209. 
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reasons.'* The primary purpose and impact of such policies was a weak- 
ening of the political economic base of the southern plantation elite, not 
the promotion of social efficiencies arising out of free market allocation 
of the southern labor supply. 

Nor can the modernization of the American state be ascribed to ex- 
ternal challenges arising out of increased participation in the world sys- 
tem. America’s relative isolation in the western hemisphere presented the 
emergent world power with opportunities for territorial and market ex- 
pansion, not challenges to national survival. Unlike many states within 
the intensely competitive European system, the United States could more 
or less ignore foreign challenges for months at a time, if not years, without 
endangering national independence. This relative isolation focused Amer- 
ican state development much more intensely and exclusively on questions 
of internal cohesion and political integration than was the case for major 
European states. As part of this global perspective, modernization the- 
ories commonly interpret the American Civil War as part of a worldwide 
expansion of market capitalism. The conflict thus becomes a product of 
exogenous forces in the world economy that compelled hitherto isolated 
and relatively backward regions to link up with and participate in pro- 
duction for global markets. This interpretation is problematic in that 
such forces were not evident at all in the antebellum secession crisis (which 
unfolded in an international vacuum) and in that southern plantations 
already constituted the most internationally integrated sector of the 


12, The most general form of the modernization thesis maintains that the replacement 
of slavery with some form of labor market and the removal of plantation-elite op- 
position in national politics were necessary steps for the economic development of 
the United States and says little or nothing about their impact upon the South. In 
fact, the combination of these two alterations in the national political economy 
produced an environment in which representatives of southern plantation and sub- 
sistence agriculture could not resist the massive redistribution of wealth and resources 
to the northern economy that enabled American industrialization to proceed. For 
that reason alone, the Civil War can be interpreted as a modernizing event for the 
northern industrial system and, plausibly, for the nation, Just as certainly, however, 
the policies of the federal government during the Civil War and Reconstruction 
retarded southern economic development by systematically redistributing wealth to 
the North. Secondary consequences of this redistribution of wealth include strong 
southern opposition to central state expansion and progressive disfranchisement of 
blacks and poor whites in the last decades of the nineteenth century. A complete 
account of the demodernizing influence of the Civil War upon the American South 
would include references to all three impacts: retardation of economic development, 
resistance to central state expansion, and a retreat from mass-based political partic. 
ipation. See, for example, J. Morgan Kousser, The Shaping of Southern Politics: 
Suffrage Restriction and the Establishment of the One-Party South, 1880-1910 (New 
Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1974) for an account of disfranchisement; and 
Richard Bensel, Sectionalism and American Political Development, 1880-1980 (Mad- 
ison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1984), ch. 3, for a description of southern op- 
position to expansion of the central state in the late nineteenth century. 
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American economy. During the war itself, foreign powers continued to 
stand aside, though the war disrupted the British textile industry and 
shifted the loci of world cotton cultivation to areas securely within the 
British sphere of influence. In fact, when foreign pressure did appear, 
European states threatened to intervene on the side of the less-developed 
Confederacy and thus could be said to have hindered northern efforts to 
modernize the southern economy. 

In the American context, modernization theory seriously understates 
the influence of purely state-centered concerns as proximate causes of 
the Civil War. Two of these concerns were the managed development of 
the western frontier and the suppression of separatism as a fundamental 
threat to national unity. These concerns may be associated with modern 
states such as the Soviet Union but are hardly unique to them. Since the 
end of the French Revolution, all central states that were not monarchies 
have resisted the secession of contiguous territory with some degree of 
violence.** Similarly, it is not clear what the “modernizing” choice was 
during Reconstruction. There were two broad alternatives. One was ex- 
pensive, state-centered reorganization of the southern political economy 
with consequent constraints on national economic growth (caused by, 
for example, higher levels of taxation), deleterious impact on the position 
of the United States in the world economy (for example, because of 
disorganization in cotton production), and potential intensification of 
class conflict in the industrial economy.'* The other alternative was an 
accommodation with the southern plantation elite that would enable 
efficient northern exploitation of the southern export economy during 
the industrialization period of American development (through the re- 
distribution of wealth under the operation of the tariff and military 
pensions).'® These choices posed a trade-off between central state ex- 
pansion and economic development that, in effect, distinguished political 
from economic modernization. 

All of these caveats aside, the modernization model does invite, even 
compel, cross-national comparison and attention to the global context 
within which the Civil War was fought. In addition, the model allows 


13. In fact American policies aimed at pacification of the separatist South had interesting 
parallels in the less successful efforts to integrate Ireland and Algeria into the parent 
states of Britain and France (to take but two examples). In all three cases, the central 
state relied on settlers or other sponsored groups to represent state interests and 
neglected or suppressed indigenous groups. 

14. On apprehension that land distribution to freedmen would have inhibited cash crop 
production, see, for example, Foner, Politics and Ideology, p. 111. For a broad 
suggestion of one way that Reconstruction could have intensified class conflict 
throughout the national political economy, see Chapter 5 of this book. 

15. For the regional redistributive impact of military pensions and the tariff, see Bensel, 
Sectionalism and American Political Development, pp. 62-73. 
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the consideration of alternative developmental trajectories as historical 
possibilities and places the conflict within a set of fairly well-defined 
economic and political processes. 


Overview 


This book examines one case of revolutionary state formation: the United 
States between 1859 and 1877. Capture of the antebellum state by the 
Republican party brought on the American Civil War, which, in turn, 
permitted the development of a party-state resting on a broad economic 
coalition capable of fighting and winning the world’s first modern, in- 
dustrial war. The conditions of Civil War allowed the party to secure its 
hold on the state by disfranchising disloyal citizens, expanding the suf- 
frage to dependent freedmen, and imposing martial law and other security 
measures throughout most of the nation (see Chapter 3)."* Yet the char- 
acter that state formation assumed during the war limited this party- 
state’s capacity for further expansion. The party-state’s leaders created 
a clientele, finance capitalists, that then limited the development of the 
national state, despite the fact that Union victory and Reconstruction 
presented an opportunity for a second phase of state-building. As a result 
of these limits, the party-state eventually reached a stalemate in the late 
nineteenth century — a state similar to the one that existed in the ante- 
bellum period in that the political economic coalitions supporting and 
opposing state expansion had many parallels. Consequently, a new state- 
building problem (inadequate administrative capacity) gradually replaced 
the old (southern separatism), but the resolution of this new problem 
occurred within the structures imprinted upon the American state by the 
revolutionary Republican party. For these reasons, the Civil War, even 
more than the end of British colonial rule, represents the true foundational 
moment in American political development. 

The American state that emerged from the late nineteenth century was 
primarily the result of successful repression of southern separatism and 
the pursuit of economic advantage over the South by the industrializing 
regions of the Northeast and the Great Lakes. The Republican party 
coalition that enacted these policies constructed the American state upon 
two principles. The first was a robust nationalism that made loyalty to 


16. For other national experiences in which one-party regimes, economic development, 
and political modernization have been connected, see Joseph LaPalombara and Myron 
‘Weiner, “Origin and Development of Political Parties,” in their Political Parties and 
Political Development (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1966), pp. 17, 
37-8. 
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the Union a prerequisite for representation in state institutions. This 
nationalism found its purest expression in military reconstruction of the 
South following the Civil War but also can be ascribed to martial law 
rule in the border regions during the war itself and to sporadic attempts 
to nationalize suffrage rights after the period known as Reconstruction 
ended. The second principle proposed a political economy in which cen- 
tral state power could sweep aside regional and local barriers to the 
development of a national capitalist market and directly assist in the 
construction of the physical and financial infrastructure necessary for 
that market. 

During the years just prior to the Civil War, the uncompromising 
hostility of southern Democrats to state expansion and their growing 
nationalism — embracing the broader ideology supporting secession and 
the formation of an independent state— were based on a realistic appraisal 
of the current direction of the national political economy and the rise of 
the Republican party (see Chapter 2). They were a reaction to several 
trends: increasing penetration of the South by institutions and processes 
associated with the northern political economy, and the imminent ex- 
clusion of most of the South from participation in those political coali- 
tions that were to control the central state. By contrast, northern 
Republicans became a “nationalist” force only as their class coalition 
occupied the national seats of power and were able to impose their 
developmental program upon the remainder of the nation.'7 In the south- 
ern Confederacy, nationalism was a response to the external threat rep- 
resented by northern Republicans; the relative unity of the South during 
the Civil War can be attributed to this defensive position. In the northern 
Union, the war against southern separatism was driven by the need to 
maintain the newly dominant position of the Republican coalition in the 
domestic political economy. Both the offensive character of Republican 


17. The basis of Republican nationalism was clearly different from that underlying 
nineteenth-century European state formation, where the two criteria guiding state 
development were “the principle of ‘nationality,’ by which a state would claim that 
populations currently subject to a neighboring state were ‘nationally’ the same as the 
claimant’s own population and hence should join the larter in a single system of rule 

. [and] ‘natural borders,” physical boundaries that would provide the state with 
military defensibility and’a sense of integrity and completeness.” Neither of these 
justifications for nationalist claims fits the American case (a nation made up of 
immigrants can hardly lay claim to ethricity, and “natural borders” are a much less 
relevant consideration in the context of an extremely weak central state and little 
international competition). The nationalists who suppressed southern separatism nei- 
ther maintained that Southerners were ethnically “American” nor that the natural, 
defensible borders of the United States included the Gulf of Mexico and the western 
boundary of Texas. Poggi, Development of the Modern State, p. 90. 
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nationalism and the exclusive nature of the ruling coalition help explain 
the comparative dissension within the northern Union during the war 
(see Chapter 3).'* 

An immediate consequence of secession is a change in the scope and 
content of the political economy of the parent nation. This change alters 
the strategic considerations that supported the position of formerly dom- 
inant classes and thus can undermine the cohesion of a ruling class co- 
alition. For example, the Republican coalition of yeoman agriculture and 
industrialists would probably have rapidly fractured in a political system 
that did not include the southern plantation economy. Without the South, 
the national political economy would have lacked the major reservoir of 
wealth that the coalition could potentially redistribute to its own members 
and the base of the party would have narrowed as each sector sought to 
impose redistributive claims upon the other. Thus the viability of a dom- 
inant class coalition changes with the scope of the political economy 
potentially subject to central state rule. If an independent southern nation 
had been successfully established, the two wings of the Republican al- 
liance might themselves have become separatist in the new northern 
political economy. In sum, then, southern secession posed serious risks 
for the continued viability of the Republican coalition in the North and, 
if successful, could have begun a process of centrifugal distintegration of 
the entire Union. 

The Confederate and Union states started the American Civil War with 
almost identical governmental structures, and their close similarity per- 
mits a study of comparative central state evolution that is unique in world 
history (see Chapter 3). The Confederacy absorbed the physical plant 
and personnel of the federal government throughout the South, adopted 
a constitutional framework that was almost a verbatim copy of the federal 
model, and passed legislation that adopted without change almost all 
antebellum federal statutes. When the war began, the two national gov- 
ernments were more similar in formal structure and established bureau- 
cratic routine than any other two states in history. This meant that their 
expansion and development during the war was almost solely the product 
of the nature of the challenge presented by the war itself and the dif- 
ferences in their internal political economies (slave-plantation versus 
industrial—free soil systems). The combination of both factors served 


18, In this context, Seward’s proposal to begin a war with Spain and France over Santo 
Domingo and Mexico revealed the new secretary of state’s profound awareness of 
the narrow basis of northern nationalism during the carly months of the Lincoln 
administration. Seward evidently believed that such a foreign crisis might reunite the 
nation (by creating an external threat) and thus avoid civil war. Lincoln rejected the 
suggestion, James M. McPherson, Battle Cry of Freedom: The Civil War Era (New 
York: Oxford University Press, 1988), p. 270. 
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to produce central states of roughly equivalent overall strengths but with 
significant and surprising internal differences. 

The strong Confederate state that emerged out of the southern war 
mobilization was remarkable in a number of respects. From a modern- 
izing perspective, the premodern plantation elite that staffed and led the 
Confederate mobilization should have been hostile to the formation of 
an advanced state apparatus. The South did, in fact, oppose expansion 
of the central state both before and after the Civil War when the region 
belonged to a larger American political system that included an increas- 
ingly powerful northern economy. Furthermore, this southern opposition 
was reinforced by a states’ rights political ideology and a conservative 
posture on constitutional interpretation that suggested a pervasive de- 
centralizing world view on the proper role of a national government 
economy and society. The claim has often been made that this ideological 
world view carried over into the construction and operation of the 
Confederacy. 

The problem with this interpretation of southern state formation is 
that it never compared the administrative structure and policies of the 
central governments of the Union and the Confederacy. If, as | will 
maintain here, the South created in the Confederacy a central state at 
least as strong as the one that guided Union war mobilization, we can 
begin to distinguish between states’ rights ideology, on the one hand, as 
a determinative world view and, on the other, as a pragmatic political 
program. From the latter perspective, both decentralist opposition to a 
strong federal government (when the South was in the Union) and support 
for a strong Confederate state can be viewed as defensive strategies di- 
rected against the hegemonic influence of the northern industrial economy 
in the middle and late nineteenth century. Thus, explanations of the 
antithetical positions of plantation and industrial elites in American de- 
velopment should assign the primary part to highly divergent regional 
political economies and only a tactical role to ideological principles. In 
the Union, the South needed states’ rights in order to organize a consistent 
and broad institutional opposition to central state growth. Out of the 
Union, the South jettisoned states’ rights and built a central state much 
stronger than either the antebellum or post-Reconstruction federal gov- 
ernments, a government to mobilize resistance to the military forces of 
the Union. That it did this in the space of one year from secession un- 
derscores the limiting, tactical context of states’ rights philosophical con- 
cerns.” In fact, one of the great ironies of American political development 


19. This subordination of ideological “worldview” to the strategic position of the eco- 
nomic base does not deny the partially independent existence of ideological concerns 
as policy systems in which class coalitions can identify and project their “rights” into 
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is that a central state as well organized and powerful as the Confederacy 
did not emerge until the New Deal and subsequent mobilization for 
World War II. Only then, some seven decades later, did the Ameri- 
can state begin to approximate the bureaucratic controls on property 
and labor that had enabled the South to resist the Union during the 
Civil War. 

The Union government chose to finance the northern war mobilization 
by expanding the power of the central state in three directions: aban- 
doning the gold standard in the domestic economy and conferring legal 
tender status on paper currency (greenbacks); creating a national bank 
system that abolished locally chartered banks of issue and effectively 
nationalized the currency; and permanently placing (through the national 
bank system) a large part of the national debt with finance capitalists 
(see Chapters 4 and 5). The net effect of all these choices was the creation 
of a dependent financial class tied to the success of central state extraction 
and fiscal policy generally. Within the new financial system designed by 
the Union, however, the interests of finance capitalists became antithetical 
to radical Republican efforts to reconstruct the South and the new fi- 
nancial elite ultimately forced retrenchment and helped to bring an end 
to Reconstruction. In effect, by taking the form it did, Union financial 
policy mortgaged a radical Reconstruction of the South even before the 
war ended. The failure of Reconstruction, in turn, effectively ended fur- 
ther significant central state expansion for the remainder of the nineteenth 
century. 

Chapters 4 and 5 thus recount one example of postwar “conservative 
reaction” and specify a process with some cross-national and historical 
applicability. The thesis they present may also reconcile some of the 
apparent divergence of interpretation between southern Reconstruction 
and postwar monetary policies that now characterizes much of American 
historiography. In addition, they posit a political-economic explanation 
for at least one of the ways in which the process of state expansion in 
any specific period can be self-limiting (by creating new groups and 
interests in the national political economy that retard further expansion). 
The way in which the North chose to finance the Civil War created, 
through its own structure, crucial, unforeseen limitations on the growth 
of the state in the late nineteenth century. 

Once we recognize that both the Union and Confederate states were 
comparatively strong and that the federal government’s Reconstruction 
policies were the most ambitious effort to remake society in American 


the future. For an excellent example of this kind of interpretation, see Eric Foner, 
Free Soil, Free Labor, Free Men: The Ideology of the Republican Party before the 
Civil War (New York: Oxford University Press, 1970). 
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history, the major question associated with American state formation in 
the nineteenth century is not to explain its weakness but to explain why 
those Civil War and Reconstruction governments were dismantled. Since 
those governments coexisted with robust democratic systems, it cannot 
be the case, as most modernization theorists would have it, that wide 
popular access to the ballot necessarily debilitated state-building efforts. 
Nor can the political party. competition in which antebellum, Civil War, 
and Reconstruction voters participated be described as a charade. The 
major parties, in fact, presented much more concrete and substantial 
political economic programs between 1859 and 1877 than ever before 
or since in American history. 

An explanation for the disappearance of the Civil War/Reconstruction 
state and its replacement by the laissez-faire model of the Gilded Age is 
proposed at the end of Chapter 6 and distinguishes the respective interests 
of plantation owners and industrialists with regard to the exercise of 
central state authority. Plantation owners in a slave economy and for 
some time after the Civil War were separatist (by which is meant that 
they denied the legitimacy of state authority). After Reconstruction, this 
position was modified but, even then, resistance to central authority had 
a strong separatist theme. By contrast, northern industrialists were fervent 
nationalists and consistently favored the expansion of central state au- 
thority in two primary areas: the suppression of southern separatism and 
the imposition of a unified market economy throughout the entire nation. 
One of the main themes of Reconstruction, in fact, combined these areas 
by supporting the development of a free labor market in the South which 
would, it was hoped, encourage the emergence of indigenous, self- 
sustaining loyalist elements in the former states of the Confederacy. 

Union victory determined the shape of the national political economy 
by forcefully including the plantation South within its boundaries. This 
victory both identified the Republican party with the survival of the state 
and opened up possibilities for interregional redistribution of wealth that 
would not have otherwise been possible. Furthermore, the central state’s 
identification with northern economic development following the Civil 
War associated state power with modernization of private economic and 
institutional organizations. This alignment of state, region, and party 
only required a spare institutional apparatus dedicated to the suppression 
of local regulatory barriers to interstate trade and investment.*® The 


20. The agency of the central state most responsible for the emergence of national markets 
in the post-Reconstruction era was the judiciary, the very model of lean administrative 
organization. For example, Charles W. McCurdy has argued that “The Supreme 
Court’s commerce clause decisions of the 1875-1890 period were of immediate 
importance to large-scale manufacturers and had an enduring influence on American 
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southern plantation elite, on the other hand, preferred a central state 
either too weak to overcome the centrifugal thrust of local governments 
or, failing that, a state just strong enough to thwart the designs of northern 
industrialists by imposing federal regulation on interstate commerce and 
investment. This interpretation, for example, can explain why John Rea- 
gan of Texas could be both the postmaster general of the Confederacy 
and, twenty years later, the major political proponent of the Interstate 
Commerce Commission, the precedent-setting extension of central state 
authority over the nation’s railroads. As Confederate postmaster, Reagan 
followed his first and his deepest desire for a separate political existence 
for the South. His support for the ICC was an act of desperation, of self- 
defense against the rampaging forces let loose by industrialization. The 
impetus for that Commission, the Sherman Antitrust Act, and subsequent 
efforts to regulate the giant corporations that sprang up in the postwar 
decades came from western and southern agrarian efforts to restrain the 
economic nationalism of eastern industrialists, thus creating the first of 
the administrative agencies and insulated bureaucracies that have come 
to typify the modern state.*' That these early efforts failed to accomplish 
their purpose and, instead, were turned to very different ends by the 
agents of northern industrialists and financiers should not obscure either 
their origins in the political economy or the fundamental alignment of 
central state authority with northern economic development. 

Within this interpretation, it is possible to suggest that the economic 
nationalism of the industrial North was the original impetus behind 
American state expansion in the late nineteenth century. It was this drive 
to unify the national marketplace that eventually broke the back of south- 
ern separatism. Social and political reconstruction failed because the 


economic growth for they firmly established the Supreme Court’s role as the umpire 
of the nation’s [internal] free-trade network.” He observes that the cases leading to 
these decisions were generated by the legal counsel of the giant corporations whose 
growth was further encouraged by these Supreme Court rulings. In other words, the 
cases in some instances followed the initial expansion of corporate enterprise and 
then accelerated a further concentration of economic power. “American Law and 
the Marketing Structure of the Large Corporation, 1875-1890,” Journal of Economic 
History 38 (September 1978): 631-49. 

21. For example, on the decision to substitute the Reagan bill for the much weaker Senate 
version of the proposed Interstate Commerce Act, every one of the 52 Confederate 
veterans who voted supported the strengthening substitute. In sharp contrast, Union 
veterans broke almost two to one (43 to 22) against aggressive central-state regulation 
of railroad rates. For further discussion of the significance of this particular vote and 
the Interstate Commerce Act, see Elizabeth Sanders, “Industrial Concentration, Sec- 
tional Competition and Antitrust Politics in America, 1880-1980,” Karen Orren and 
Stephen Skowronek, eds., Studies in American Political Development 1 (1986), 
pp. 154~6. On southern agrarian influence on state expansion generally, see Elizabeth 
Sanders, Farmers, Workers and the State, 1880-1916 (Chicago: University of Chicago 
Press, forthcoming). 
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installation of federally sponsored loyalist groups in the South implied 
broader policies of wealth distribution that threatened private property 
rights and had no natural northern constituency. Economic nationalism, 
on the other hand, had a vigorous, powerful clientele in northern in- 
dustrialism. Thus, the defensive reaction to economic nationalism — 
southern support for an infant administrative state — was, in fact, intended 
to restrain the rampaging forces of northern development. In the last 
decades of the nineteenth century, northern idealists and reformers who 
desired a more conventional, European-style state were frustrated, first, 
because they were only marginally relevant to the major problem facing 
the nation (southern separatism) and, second, because those elements in 
the political system most opposed to state expansion (aside from regu- 
lation of northern capitalist expansion) ultimately became their most 
likely allies.** 

I propose an alternative explanation for the comparative weakness of 
the American state in the late nineteenth century that has these elements: 
(1) The Republican class coalition that captured the federal government 
just prior to the Civil War subsequently produced the central state’s 
confrontation with southern separatism. (2) The major problem facing 
state-builders was thus not associated with a robust democracy, but 
southern separatism. (3) In confronting separatism, the central state 
moved from violent repression to a state-centered solution (involving 
Reconstruction), and, finally, to a (loosely effected) market integration. 
(4) In sum, American state formation assumed the form of a northern, 
industrial program in which incomplete political integration coincided 
with the creation of national markets and corporate consolidation. 

There were, then, at least five different American states in the late- 
nineteenth century: the self-effacing antebellum state; the two national 
governments of the Civil War; the highly centralized Reconstruction 
state; and the market-oriented state that followed the withdrawal of 
military troops from the South. None of them bears much resemblance 
to classic European models, but they don’t resemble one another very 
much, either. They are linked together by their focus on one central 
problem, the persistent demands of southern separatism. 


22. For example, see Sanders, “Industrial Concentration, Sectional Competition and An- 
titrust,” pp. 142-214. 
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The political economy of 
secession and civil war 


The American man-of-war is a noble spectacle. I have seen it enter 
an ancient port in the Mediterranean. All the world wondered at it, 
and talked of it. Salvos of artillery, from forts and shipping in the 
harbor, saluted its flag. Princes and princesses and merchants paid 
it homage, and all the people blessed it as a harbinger of hope for 
their own ultimate freedom. I imagine now the same noble vessel 
again entering the same haven. The flag of thirty-three stars and 
thirteen stripes has been hauled down, and in its place a signal is 
run up, which flaunts the device of a lone star or a palmetto tree. 
Men ask, “Who is the stranger that thus steals into our waters?” 
The answer contemptuously given is, “she comes from one of the 
obscure republics of North America. Let her pass on.” 
— Senator William H. Seward in the United States Senate, 
January 12, 1861 


Any study of the origins of the American state must address two questions 
posed by the Civil War: Why did the South secede from the Union? and 
why did the North resist secession?’ Both questions, from a political- 
economy perspective, involve the relationship of the two regions to the 
American state. For the South, the American nation in 1860 was a con- 
federation of sovereign states. Its continued existence threatened the plan- 
tation economy and promised little, if any, advantage to the region’s 
immediate or long-term interests. For the North, the American state was 
a military and customs union that, properly exploited, could encourage 
the territorial expansion of the capitalist northern economy and ensure 
American preeminence in the world system. By 1861, the Republican 
party was well on the way to converting the political-economic program 
of the North into a nationalist ideology that promised a much wider and 
1. Ina slightly different form, Eric Foner asked the same two questions in his Free Soil, 
Free Labor, Free Men: The Ideology of the Republican Party before the Civil War 
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1970), p. 316. 
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more vital role for the central government.* This vision held nothing for 
the South; while Seward of New York was dreaming of American men- 
of-war in the Mediterranean, Southerners envisioned conquering aboli- 
tionist armies in Georgia. These predictions of the future shape and 
direction of the national political economy were in no way inconsistent. 

Thus the plantation South both controlled the American state and 
became its most serious opponent in the years just before the Civil War. 
This period ended with the ascension to national power of the northern 
Republican party and the subsequent secession of the South from the 
Union. In the ensuing Civil War, a northern Union and a southern Con- 
federacy fought over whether the plantation South would be reincor- 
porated into a northern-dominated nation. In this chapter, the origins of 
southern secession and the Civil War are examined from several per- 
spectives. An examination of the political and economic topography of 
antebellum America introduces a larger overview of the root sources of 
sectional tension in the national political economy. A following analytical 
description of the 1859—60 contest for the speakership of the House of 
Representatives illustrates both the broad terms of potential compromise 
between the sections and their rejection by southern political leaders. 
The chapter concludes with a comparison of the patterns of legislative 
support for prewar central state expansion and for a repressive response 
to southern secession. This comparison demonstrates the close linkages 
between the antebellum program for northern economic development, 
expansion of central state authority, and military suppression of southern 
separatism. The changing position of the sections in the national political 
economy made secession and civil war highly likely but not unavoidable. 
What made these events unavoidable were several political elements: the 
absence of constraints on the progressive radicalization of the Republican 
party, the self-defeating nature of the compromise measures proposed to 
the South, and the potential disintegration of the northern Union if the 
South were allowed to secede. 


The future of slavery 


Secession drew upon at least three interrelated interpretations of the 
future of the southern political economy. First, Southerners viewed the 
growing strength of the Republican party as a threat to the interests of 


2. In contrast to long-standing arguments in support of individual state sovereignty and 
a constitutional right of secession, a nationalist ideology emerged comparatively late 
in the antebellum period. See, for example, Kenneth M. Stampp, The Imperiled Union: 
Essays on the Background of the Civil War (New York: Oxford University Press, 
1980), pp. 3-36. 
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both slavery and the plantation system generally. Second, secessionists 
thought that disentanglement of the South from the antebellum state 
would be comparatively easy and would not invite foreign intervention 
in the region. Finally, southern political leaders recognized that the con- 
tinuing rapid expansion of the North made successful separation increas- 
ingly problematic. In strictly economic terms, secession should be sooner 
rather than later. However, projections of the future shape of the national 
political economy and the viability of secession carried, by their very 
nature, substantial uncertainty. They were thus open to debate and po- 
tentially debilitating disagreement. Ultimately, the timing of secession 
was determined by two factors: (1) a triggering event that appeared to 
verify the fears of the least favorable projections of the South’s future 
under Republican rule and (2) calculations of the ability and intention 
of the North to resist secession. 

No one expected that Republican control of the presidency would mean 
the immediate abolition of slavery. Yet every Southerner realized that 
many Republicans considered destruction of the “‘slave power” to be the 
primary reason for the new party’s existence. In an address in Boston, 
for example, Senator Henry Wilson of Massachusetts had promised that 
the Republicans ‘shall arrest the extension of slavery, and rescue the 
Government from the grasp of the slave power. We shall blot out slavery 
in the national capital. We shall surround the slave States with a cordon 
of free States and, in a few years, not withstanding the immense interests 
combined in the cause of oppression, we shall give liberty to the millions 
in bondage.””* Speaking in the Senate, William Seward had previously 
argued that struggle between the free and slave states was unavoidable. 


The question of slavery in the federal territories...involves a dy- 
nastical struggle of two antagonistical systems, the labor of slaves 
and the labor of freemen, for mastery in the Federal Union. One of 
these systems partakes of an aristocratic character; the other is purely 
democratic. Each one of the existing states has staked, or it will 
ultimately stake, not only its internal welfare, but also its influence 
in the federal councils, on the decision of that contest. Such a struggle 


3. The speech was reprinted in the Appendix to the Congressional Globe 36:1:249, April 
23, 1860. Charles Sumner, Wilson’s Massachusetts colleague, followed this address 
with one of the most vitriolic condemnations of slavery ever heard in the United States 
Congress. In it, Sumner likened slavery to “a bloody touch-me-not, and everywhere 
in sight now blooms the bloody flower. It is on the wayside as we approach the national 
Capitol; it is on the marble steps which we mount; it flaunts on this floor. I stand now 
in the house of its friends. About me, while I speak, are its most sensitive guardians.” 

For the full text, see Congressional Globe 36:1:2590~603, June 4, 1860. On June 15, 

a New York Times editorial noted that Sumner’s address had been formally endorsed 

by the Massachusetts legislature and favorably received throughout the North. 
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is not to be arrested, quelled or reconciled, by temporary expedients 
or compromises.* 


In his famous speech, “The Irrepressible Conflict,” delivered in Rochester, 
New York, on October 25, 1858, Seward held that a “slave power” held 
sway in the land. Using their influence in the seat of government, slavery’s 
advocates intended to carry out a master plan for maintaining the insti- 
tution’s position in the nation: 


By continued appliances of patronage and threats of disunion, they 
will keep a majority favorable to these designs in the senate, where 
each state has an equal representation. Through that majority they 
will defeat, as they best can, the admission of free states and secure 
the admission of slave states. Under the protection of the judiciary, 
they will, on the principle of the Dred Scott case, carry slavery into 
all the territories of the United States now existing and hereafter to 
be organized. By the action of the president and the senate, using 
the treaty-making power, they will annex foreign slaveholding states. 
In a favorable conjuncture they will induce congress to repeal the 
act of 1808, which prohibits the foreign slave trade. ... Thus rela- 
tively increasing the number of slave states, they will allow no amend- 
ment to the constitution prejudicial to their interest; and so, having 
permanently established their power, they expect the federal judiciary 
to nullify all state laws which shall interfere with internal or foreign 
commerce in slaves.’ 


Only the success of such a plan, Seward contended, could prevent the 
victory of free labor over slavery and its ultimate extinction. Republicans 
such as Wilson and Seward promised active intervention and were not 
to be dismissed lightly. Seward, for example, was the leading candidate 
for his party’s presidential nomination. Most Republicans, however, were 
content to simply cite “irrepressible conflict” between the free 
labor and slavery economies and to predict the latter’s ultimate, inevitable 
extinction.® 


4. George E. Baker, ed., The Works of William H. Seward (New York: AMS Press, 19723 
reprint of an 1884 edition), p. 575. 

5. Ibid., p. 294. Seward urged that this struggle was “an irrepressible conflict between 
opposing and enduring forces, and it means that the United States must and will, 
sooner or later, become either entirely a slaveholding nation, or entirely a free-labor 
nation, ...It is the failure to apprehend this great truth that induces so many unsuc- 
cessful attempts at final compromise between the slave and free states, and it is the 
existence of this great fact that renders all such pretended compromises, when made, 
vain and ephemeral.” Ibid., p. 292. 

6. See, for example, Representative Henry Waldron of Michigan in the Congressional 
Globe 36:1:1873, April 26, 1860. Stated in an ambiguous, neutral way, the “irre- 
pressibie conflict” theme drew some unusual support in the South. For example, John 
C. Calhoun, the states’ rights leader, had also predicted systemic conflict between 
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By openly embracing industrial protection and neutralizing immigrant 
opposition by rebuffing nativism, the Republican party consolidated its 
preeminent position throughout the free states.’ Between 1856 and 1860, 
the party’s explosive growth in the border regions of the North, Cali- 
fornia, and the industrial regions of the East more than counterbalanced 
the slight erosion of Republican strength in the original areas of Free Soil 
party sentiment (upstate Illinois, southern Wisconsin, Michigan, the 
Western Reserve of Ohio, central New York state, and New England). 

By 1860, the Republicans had also elaborated an integrated, internally 
coherent critique of slavery and the southern plantation economy that 
allowed both radicals and moderates to coexist within the party. Radicals 
could justify federal intervention on the grounds that the extinction of 
slavery was inevitable anyway. Moderates could urge restraint for the 
same reason.® In this critique, there was nothing to prevent moderates 
from moving to the radical position and, as Eric Foner notes, a ““com- 
mitment to the reconstruction of southern society ... was actually quite 
common throughout the party.” 

In fact, neutral observers had good reasons to doubt that so-called 
moderates within the party would resist, even passively, the abolitionist 


northern and southern societies. Clement Eaton, The Growth of Southern Civilization: 
1790-1860 (New York: Harper & Row, 1963), pp. 309-11. Threats of active inter- 
vention only strengthened secessionist sentiment. Allan Nevins, The Emergence of 
Lincoln, vol. 2 (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1950), pp. 279-80. 

7. The Republicans also defused racist resistance to their opposition to slavery. On this 
and racism in the North generally, see Stampp, Imperiled Union, pp. 109-22; Leon 
F, Litwack, North of Slavery: The Negro in the Free States, 1790-1860 (Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 1971); Foner, Free Soil, Free Labor, Free Men, pp. 261— 
300; John M. Rozett, “Racism and Republican Emergence in Illinois, 1848~1860: Re- 
evaluation of Republican Negrophobia,” Civil War History 22 (June 1976): 101-15. 
Rozett maintains that there was a closer connection between “free soil” and “‘Repub- 
lican” sentiment, on the one hand, and black equality than is often believed to be the 
case — consequently, southern apprehension that territorial exclusion would be fol- 
lowed by an attack on slavery was, in fact, justified. However, Republican attitudes 
were by no means reflected in northern law. The abstract of the Revised Code of 
Indiana, for example, summarized the dismal position of northern blacks before the 
war: “1. Negroes and mulattoes not allowed to come into the State. 2. All contracts 
with such negroes and mulattoes declared to be void. 3. Any person encouraging them 
to come, or giving them employment, to be fined from $10 to $500. 4. Negroes and 
mulattoes not to be allowed to vote. 5. No negro, or mulatto having even one-eighth 
part of negro blood, shall marry a white person; and punishes a violation of the law 
with from one to ten year’s imprisonment, and fine of from $1,000 to $5,000. 6. Any 
person counseling or assisting such marriage shall be fined from $100 to $1,000, and 
the marriage to be void. 7. Negroes and mulattoes are not allowed to testify against 
white persons, or send their children to the free schools with white children, or hold 
any office.” Congressional Globe 36:1:1903, May 2, 1860. 

8. For a summary of the Republican ideological critique of the southern plantation econ- 
omy, see Foner, Free Soil, Free Labor, Free Men, pp. 40-72. 

9. Ibid., p. 52. 
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plans of their more radical colleagues. In many respects, the Republican 
party was both a zealous abolitionist crusade and an organization led by 
professional, rather conventional politicians.'* Once the party succeeded 
in prohibiting slavery in the territories, these leaders would have had to 
find new campaign issues to justify the party’s continued existence. Given 
the abolitionist base, the achievement of the party’s initial goals would 
almost certainly have been followed by an escalating attack on slavery. 
The continuing search for votes would have moved the party from pro- 
hibition in the territories to abolition in the District of Columbia, to a 
ban on the interstate movement of slaves, and, finally, to an assault on 
the institution within the slave states themselves. To argue that such a 
dynamic would not have moved professional politicians in this direction, 
one would have to assume that the leadership could have found and 
would have wanted to impose some other issue as the basis of the party’s 
identity. Alternatively, it might be suggested that the party would have 
refused to exploit the slavery issue beyond the territorial question and, 
instead, have risked possible stagnation and collapse. Even neutral ob- 
servers should have viewed these expectations with serious skepticism. 
Most Southerners would have dismissed them out of hand. 

They could, for example, point to the capitulation of the moderates 
when Representative Harrison Blake of Ohio proposed a wholesale as- 
sault on slavery by the federal government. The preamble to Blake's 
resolution read: “The chattelizing of humanity and the holding of persons 
as property is contrary to natural justice and the fundamental principles 
of our political system, and is notoriously a reproach to our country 
throughout the civilized world, and a serious hindrance to the progress 
of republican liberty among the nations of the earth.” The resolution 
itself instructed the Judiciary Committee “to inquire into the expediency 
of reporting a bill giving freedom to every human being and interdicting, 
slavery wherever Congress has the constitutional power to legislate on 
the subject.” Anticipating that the proposal would embarrass the op- 
position, gleeful Southerners overrode objections by moderate Republi- 
cans to legislative consideration of the resolution and, as the voting 
continued, even tentatively moved (then withdrew) a resolution of censure 
against those Republicans who refused to vote. Although a few Repub- 
lican moderates attempted to explain that their position on slavery lay 
somewhere between abolition and indifference, most toed the radical 
line. When the dust settled, almost two-thirds (60 of 95) of all northern 
congressmen voted for the resolution, including even greater majorities 


ro. The best account of the party’s formative years is William E. Gienapp, The Origins 
of the Republican Party, 852-1856 (New York: Oxford University Press, 1987). 
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among delegations from New England, upstate New York, the Great 
Lakes region, and newly settled Minnesota and lowa (see Map 2.1)."* 

Though the resolution, once southern votes were tallied, lost by a 
sizable margin, Blake had forced moderates to concede: (1) that slavery 
violated “the fundamental principles” of the American “political sys- 
tem”’; (2) that slavery therefore violated the Constitution (otherwise the 
Constitution would itself violate these principles); and (3) that legislation 
to abolish slavery, even in the South, should be enacted by Congress. 
While no one believed that such action was politically feasible in the 
spring of 1860, Southerners would have been equally rash to believe that 
Republican moderates would have found the will to resist radical pro- 
posals once the party occupied the White House. And, while Republican 
moderates were yielding to Blake’s initiative, the high abstention rate 
among Anti-Lecompton Democrats and Americans offered little solace 
to the South (see Table 2.1). A significant minority of even these tiny 
party fragments could not, it seemed, withstand Republican radicalism. 

Even without attempting to abolish slavery outright, the advent of a 
Republican administration promised potentially lethal changes in the 
political economy within which the institution operated. As both friend 
and foe recognized, Republican control of the federal government would 
allow the party: 


I, to create numerous free states out of the western territories (thereby 
ensuring free state dominance in the Senate and Electoral College); 

2. to encourage the flight of slaves into neighboring free states by, 
among other things, repealing the fugitive slave law (thus forcing 
slaveholders to emigrate into more secure regions of the deep South, 
thereby eroding support for slavery in the border states); 

3. to abolish slavery in the western territories, federal forts, navy yards, 
and the District of Columbia; 

4. to dismantle constitutional protections for slavery, including reversal 
of the Dred Scott decision, by either formally amending the Consti- 
tution or appointing antislavery judges to the Supreme Court; 

5. to prohibit all interstate trade in slaves; 

6. to eliminate southern censorship of the mails and thus allow anti- 
slavery literature and newspapers to flood the region; 

7. to insinuate an antislavery party into the very heart of the South 
through the dispensation of federal patronage.'* 


11. Congressional Globe 36:1:1359-62, March 26, 1860. 

12, On February 10, 1860, Senator Robert Toombs of Georgia wrote, in a letter to 
Alexander Stephens (the future vice-president of the Confederacy), that the dispen- 
sation of federal patronage by a Republican president “would abolitionize Maryland 
in a year, raise a powerful abolition party in Va., Kentucky and Missouri in two 
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Map 2.1 Passage of a resolution proposing legislation “interdicting slavery,” March 26, 1860. Source: Analysis of roll c: 
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Table 2.1. Party breakdown on Blake Resolution interdicting slavery 


Percentage of party members voting 


Party Yea Nay Abstaining 
Republicans 54.1 (60) 10.8 (12) 35.1 (39) 
Anti-Lecompton Democrats ° 6r5 (8) 38.5 (5) 
Americans ° 61.5. (16) 38.5 (10) 
Administration Democrats ° 83.9 (73) 16.1 (14) 
All congressmen 25.3 (60) 46.0 (109) 28.7 (68) 


Note: These four parties were the organizations into which the membership eventually 
divided. Though allegiances shifted over the life of the Thirty-sixth Congress, the mem- 
berships of each of these four parties were routinely referred to as formal organizations 
during legislative debate and caucused together for mutual consultation. For membership 
composition at the beginning of the Thirty-sixth Congress, see Congressional Globe, 
2, December 7, 1859. 

‘alculations from roll call in the Congressional Globe, 36:1:13 59-62, March 26, 


The implementation of such a program, both Republicans and slave- 
holders believed, would cause the institution to atrophy and finally 
disappear.'* 

For a number of reasons, including the maintenance of a balance in 
the Senate between free states and slave states and a widespread belief 
that slavery needed virgin land in order to survive and prosper, the 
abolition of slavery in the western territories became the focal point of 
sectional competition. Though slavery could not expand into the West 
because of the hostility of the climate to cotton cultivation, many southern 


years, and foster and rear up a free labour party in [the] whole South in four years.” 
Ulrich B. Phillips, ed., The Correspondence of Robert Toombs, Alexander H. Ste- 
phens, and Howell Cobb, in the 1911 Annual Report of the American Historical 
Association, vol. 2 (Washington, D.C., 1913), p- 461. 

13. This list is a composite of similar predictions made by Representative Albert Jenkins 
of Virginia in the Appendix to the Congressional Globe 36:1:260~3, April 26, 18603 
The Kentucky Statesman, January 6, 1860, cited in Dwight Lowell Dumond, Anti- 
slavery Origins of the Civil War in the United States (Ann Atbor: University of 
Michigan Press, 1964; reprint of the 1939 edition), pp. 116-17; Foner, Free Labor, 
Free Soil, Free Men, pp. 119, 122-3; and Gilbert Graffenreid Glover, Immediate Pre- 
Civil War Compromise Efforts (Nashville, Tenn.: George Peabody College for Teach- 
ers, 1934), pp- £0, 18. As Senator Alfred Iverson of Georgia put it, “the power of 
this Federal Government could be so exercised against the institution of slavery in 
the southern States, as that, without an overt act, the institution would not last ten 
years. We know that... and seeing the storm which is approaching, although it may 
be seemingly in the distance, we are determined to seck our own safety and security 
before it shall... overwhelm us with its fury.” Congressional Globe 36:2:102, De- 
cember 17, 1860. 
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congressmen insisted upon a (largely symbolic and purposeless) “slave 
code” for the territories. Such a code would commit the federal govern- 
ment to slavery’s protection in the West, perhaps slow settlement of the 
territories and thus postpone their admission into the Union, and, most 
important, promote the breakup of the Democratic party and thus hasten 
southern secession.** On the other hand, many Republicans, including 
Lincoln, viewed the containment of slavery within its present bounds as 
the one development that would doom the institution without outright 
abolition." 

Many leaders on both sides of the slavery issue subscribed to some 
version of the soil exhaustion thesis. This thesis held that cultivation of 
cash crops by means of slave labor rapidly exhausted the productive 
capacity of the land. Lower crop yields decreased land values and stim- 
ulated a westward migration of slaves (either with their masters or 
through sale). 

Without territorial expansion, the value of slaves would decline with 
their decreasing marginal productivity, slaves would increase as a pro- 
portion of the total population, and owners would resort to heavier 
discipline and commit fewer resources to the support of slaves. As William 
Barney observed, “Very few planters would have agreed to a political 
economy where the value of their slave property steadily depreciated or 
their monopolization of the South’s sources of wealth and status aspi- 
rations was eroded by competing centers of power... . Southerners were 
certain that the most vital function of their society — its ability to assim- 
ilate and control slaves — would be destroyed by the confinement of 
slavery.””® Under this thesis, the expansionary imperatives of slavery and 


14. By pressing for a slave code for the territories, southern states’ rights advocates 
threatened to impose a policy on the Democratic party that the northern wing, led 
by Stephen Douglas, could and would not tolerate. At best, these southerners were 
indifferent to their party’s survival in the North; at worst, their strategy was intended 
to destroy the last cross-sectional party and thus further polarize the nation as another 
step leading to separation. Sce David M. Potter, The Impending Crisis, 1848-1861 
(New York: Harper & Row, 1976; completed and edited by Don E. Fehrenbacher), 
pp. 401-4; Nevins, The Emergence of Lincoln, vol. 2, pp. 175-81. 

15. Nevins, The Emergence of Lincoln, vol. 2, pp. 178, 4033 Foner, Free Soil, Free Labor, 
Free Men, pp. 115-6. 

16, William L. Barney, The Secessionist Impulse: Alabama and Mississippi in 1860 
(Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1974), pp- 15-18, 313. The fullest 
expression of the thesis is in Eugene D. Genovese, The Political Economy of Slavery: 
Studies in the Economy and Society of the Slave South (New York: Vintage, 1967), 
especially ch. 4. Also see W. H. Yarbrough, Economic Aspects of Slavery in Relation 
to Southern and Southwestern Migration (Nashville, Tenn.: George Peabody College 
for Teachers, 1932), pp. 3, 26-55, and William Chandler Bagley, Jr., Soil Exhaustion 
and the Civil War (Washington, D.C.: American Council on Public Affairs, 1942), 
pp. 78, 85-90. Contemporary Southerners, such as Representative Zebulon Vance 
of North Carolina, agreed: “By surrounding the slave States with free territory, and 
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the westward drive of free labor came into direct and irresolvable conflict 
in the western territories and made the Civil War or something very like 
it inevitable. 

The soil exhaustion thesis has come under attack from several direc- 
tions. One objection notes that slavery would not have been strangled 
by Republican containment for at least three decades or more. It would 
have taken that long to occupy the vast stretches of vacant land within 
the South in 1860."7 In addition, the southern plantation economy was 
so robust and the price of slaves so high that an argument for imminent 
collapse cannot reconcile southern economic and political expectations. 
As the New York Times editorialized on October 1, 1860, “The South 
was never so rich, powerful, and prosperous, as at the present moment, 
when its politicians look upon it as on the brink of ruin, by the overthrow 
of a favorite political dogma.” Seemingly oblivious to political crisis, the 
soaring price of slaves was evidence both of economic prosperity and the 
rapid expansion of cotton cultivation.’* These objections can be lodged 
most effectively against a broad regional analysis of the slave economy. 
They do not hold up when individual states are considered. If, for ex- 
ample, a prohibition on the interstate movement of slaves were enacted, 
the institution would have rapidly developed the pathological traits pre- 
dicted by the soil exhaustion thesis in most eastern slave states. 

The most powerful objection to the soil exhaustion thesis, however, 
is that the territories themselves were so physically inhospitable to slavery 


building us in with an impassable wall, you would eventually force the abolition of 
slavery. Our population would become so dense, and our slaves so numerous, that 
we could not live; their value would depreciate to nothing; and we would not be 
able to keep them.” Congressional Globe 36:1:1162, March 14, 1860. 

17. Gavin Wright, The Political Economy of the Cotton South: Households, Markets, 
and Wealth in the Nineteenth Century (New York: W. W. Norton, 1978), pp. 132— 
3. Also see Roger L. Ransom, Conflict and Compromise: The Political Economy of 
Slavery, Emancipation, and the American Civil War (New York: Cambridge Uni- 
versity Press, 1989), pp. 3-60. 

18. On the incongruity of historically high slave prices and political crisis, see Wright, 
Political Economy of the Cotton South, pp. 144-50. Mark Schmitz and Donald 
Schaefer have provided new support for the traditional argument “that the net effect 
[of territorial expansion] upon slave owners — in particular those on the slave- 
exporting eastern seaboard — was positive. The thesis is that the marginal product 
of slave labor increased with new land supplies and was capitalized into higher slave 
values. This gain more than offset the losses due to the concurrent decline in the price 
of cotton due to an outward shift in cotton supply.” “Paradox Lost: Westward 
Expansion and Slave Prices before the Civil War,” Journal of Economic History 41 
(June 1981): 402-7. One strong implication of the argument in this article is that it 
was economically advantageous and, therefore, rational for eastern slave states to 
support the territorial expansion of slavery. The analysis, however, omits the strictly 
“political” factors in the calculation: Eastern slaveholders would have supported 
expansion regardless of the marginal economic costs because the settlement of new 
slave states was the only way of defending the institution within the American state. 
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that even southern politicians who argued for a slave code did not believe 
the institution could be planted there. The most likely territory to evolve 
into a slave state was New Mexico but, even there, seven years of “pro- 
pagandism, positive legislation, and executive compliance,” all intended 
to encourage slavery, had produced only twenty-two slaves.'? Even so, 
Republicans in the House of Representatives attempted in the spring of 
1860 to abolish slavery in the territory.*° 

During the secession crisis, the party reversed ground and offered to 
admit New Mexico into the Union as a slave state. This apparent con- 
cession to the South was widely viewed as insignificant because both 
free- and slave-state congressmen predicted that New Mexico, of its own 
accord, would abolish slavery in the near future.** If even Southerners 
believed the territories to be inhospitable, the soil exhaustion thesis pre- 
dicts not the inevitability of the Civil War but the unavoidable, long- 
term extinction of slavery. In the short term, however, the South could 
still seek to retard settlement of the western territories by imposing a 
slave code (in order to delay their admission as free states) and the North 
could, equally reasonably, encourage settlement by prohibiting the in- 
stitution. Both strategies had, as their primary object, not the definition 
of the limits of slavery, but the determination of the speed with which 
the North would reap political advantage from the admission of the 
western territories as states. 

Closed to the West, the southern domain of slavery seemed to be 
contracting as well. Perhaps the single best indication of the institution’s 
retreat was the growth of an indigenous free black population. By 1860, 
free blacks composed large fractions of the population along the northern 
border of the slave South, in the Appalachian highlands and old eastern 
piedmont, in the Catholic portion of Louisiana and Gulf Coast to the 
east of New Orleans, and along the Rio Grande (see Map 2.2). In Del- 
aware, slavery had been almost completely abolished by gradual, vol- 
untary emancipation (91.7 percent of all blacks were free). In Maryland, 
free blacks (49.1 percent) almost outnumbered slaves and in Virginia 
they composed over 10 percent of the black population. North Carolina 


19. James Ford Rhodes, History of the United States, 1854-1860, vol. 2 (New York: 
Macmillan, 1919), p. 313. In testimony before the House Committee of Thirty-three, 
the federal district judge of New Mexico gave the population of the territory as 750 
whites, 2,000 Mexicans who were U.S. citizens, 3,000 Mexican aliens, 44,000 
“peons,” 44,000 “half-civilized” Indians, and 50 slaves “mostly servants of army 
and Federal officers,” New York Times, December 27, 1860. 

20. Congressional Globe 36:1:2045, May 10, 1860. Similar prohibitions of slavery were 
subsequently passed for the remainder of the western territories, pp. 2066-77, May 
11, 1860. 

21. New York Times, December 27, 1860; Rhodes, History of the United States, vol. 2, 
p. 3143 Nevins, Emergence of Lincoln, vol. 2, p. 408. 
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Map 2.2 Free blacks as a percentage of the total black population, 1860. Source: Calculations by the author from the 1860 Census. 
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(8.4 percent) and Louisiana (5.3 percent) also held substantial numbers 
of free blacks. 

Free blacks tended to reside in the oldest regions of the South, especially 
those where intensive cultivation over several centuries had depleted the 
soil or in highland, marginally productive areas. They were also numerous 
along the border with the North, where proximity to free territory in- 
creased the risk to slaveholders that their chattels might escape. As the 
Texas Almanac explained, the decreasing number of slaves in counties 
along the Rio Grande “arises from their proximity to Mexico, making 
this kind of property a very uncertain one.”** The relatively high per- 
centage of free blacks in border regions was the product of both greater 
rates of manumission (possibly because of lower slave values) and the 
exodus of slaves and slaveowners to more secure territories. Older regions 
of the South, as well, inherited the free population that represented the 
cumulation of prior acts of manumission over the centuries. 

In almost every state, slaves composed a smaller proportion of the total 
black population in cities than in the surrounding countryside. The ap- 
parent incompatibility of slavery with the industrial and commercial 
economies of urban communities has been attributed to a number of 
factors. Eugene Genovese, for example, cites the absence of a prosperous 
yeoman farmer class in the South and, thus, the lack of a broad regional 
market for manufactured goods. He also describes plantation society as 
a “pre-capitalist economy” that discouraged capital investment in areas 
other than land or slaves.*? Fred Bateman and Thomas Weiss have 
concluded that the lack of industrialization reflected “the decisions of 
planters, acting individually and without legal constraints to shun man- 
ufacturing opportunities” but that the southern slaveholding elite would 
have, eventually, exploited the higher returns offered by industry.** 

Neither argument implies a retreat by slavery in the face of continuing 
urbanization. In the first case, cities would fail to develop in the South 
altogether. In the second, expanding industrial communities would come 
to include a large percentage of slaves in the work force. In fact, however, 
the South’s largest cities were hostile environments for slavery because 
of their large free-black populations, social diversity (including relatively 
large immigrant communities), robust market dynamics, and, often, close 
proximity to free states.** In the larger cities, slavery was a dying insti- 


22. Texas Almanac for 1857 (Galveston: Richardson, 1856), pp. 70-1. 

23. The Political Economy of Slavery, pp. 157~2403 also see Yarbrough, Economic As- 
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Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1981), pp. 160-3. 
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tution and the capital investment and industrial workers that spurred 
urban growth came disproportionately from the North. The long-term 
projection from these trends had to include the probable loss of border- 
state support for slavery in the national House of Representatives and, 
less immediately, in the Senate. In fact, many Confederate nationalists 
would have been reluctant to include the border states in the new southern 
republic, even if they had seceded, because the latter were destined to 
become manufacturing areas.** 

The tension between the institution and the market economy of com- 
petitive capitalism was nowhere more evident than in the southern legal 
system. As Mark Tushnet has argued, there were two partial, though 
ultimately unsatisfactory, solutions to the incompatibility between slavery 
and a robust capitalist economy. The first, the insulation of the law of 
slavery into a separate code apart from commercial and labor market 
law, had already been tried in the South, and was slowly but surely 
failing. The second solution was the breaking of political ties with the 
North. While the erection of a separate political economy in the South 
would have retarded the disruptive invasion of capitalist legal and eco- 
nomic relations from the North, slavery would still have been under siege 
because of the extensive integration of plantation production into the 
rhythms and commercial routines of the world economy.” 
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While slavery was a viable, even robust economic institution in the 


South as a whole, the system was under serious and sustained political 
attack. In fact, from the perspective of the South, the assault on slavery 
by northern abolitionists was the most important economic cause of the 
Civil War.** Other factors, such as the tariff and incremental national- 
ization of the economy, were less salient except in that they increased 
the political resources available to abolitionist radicals.” 
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The nonslaveowning South 


This analysis of secession has so far omitted a discussion of the interests 
of nonslaveowning Southerners. One common explanation for the wide 
support by poor whites for southern separatism has focused on the overt 
manipulation of public opinion and political competition by a unified 
slaveowning elite occupying an overwhelmingly dominant economic po- 
sition in southern society.’° This interpretation views the interests of the 
white nonslaveholding class as hostile to slavery and explains their ac- 
quiescence in secession as, in part, a product of elite censorship and 
coercive enforcement of a proslavery consensus.’' Others have contended 
that the abolition of slavery presented poor southern whites with the 
prospect of increased economic competition, social disorder, and the 
creation of an unassimilable group fundamentally hostile to southern 
interests in the American political economy.”* 

A more balanced view holds that slavery had no discernible impact on 
the economic interests of most nonslaveholding southerners because their 
subsistence existence was almost entirely detached from the national and 
world economies. For other poor whites, the dependence of slave plan- 
tations on cash crops provided a vast market for the production of food- 
stuffs that otherwise might not have existed. For another group, perhaps 
the smallest in number, the hostility of the plantation economy to in- 
dustrialization retarded the development of comparatively attractive 
wage-labor opportunities.** This view interprets the censorship of polit- 
ical debate in the South as both an expression of a regional consensus 
on slavery and the requirements of labor discipline within the institution. 
Periods of political tension, for example, usually heightened fear of slave 
revolt and brought renewed calls for white unity.’* This interpretation 
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can also point to the relatively open process of political competition 
within the South itself (aside from censorship on the question of slavery). 
Ralph Wooster, for instance, observes that the increasing number of 
property holders and slaveowners among political officials during the 
1850s coincided with significant strides toward democratization of the 
political process.** In addition, the prolonged, intense debate over dis- 
union and southern independence in the three decades between 1830 and 
1860 seems to have ensured that all aspects of slavery were publicly 
considered. Finally, aside from the relatively small group of southern 
whites who lost potential employment opportunities in industry, the 
northern political-economic program of tariffs, internal development, and 
national economic integration had very little appeal, particularly when 
measured against the social and economic insecurity that appeared to 
accompany emancipation. 


Comparative advantages of a southern nation 


In several respects, the southern decision to secede was a relatively easy 
choice to make. One reason Southerners could contemplate regional in- 
dependence with such equanimity was the complete absence of major 
competing states in the western hemisphere.** In the decade preceding 
the Civil War, the American drama was acted out in a vacuum and, while 
secession would create a hostile and major power to the north of a 
southern confederacy, this development promised to be no more com- 
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plicated than continued coexistence within the federal union.’’ In fact, 
secession would free the South to pursue expansionary policies in Mexico, 
Cuba, and Central America against countries that were clearly unable to 
resist the new Confederacy. Everything considered, independence ex- 
panded international opportunities for the South without increasing 
insecurity. 
Division of the antebellum state apparatus was also relatively uncom- 
icated for a number of reasons. First, the federal structure of the Amer- 
ican state meant that a good portion of state activity would carry over 
into the new nation without the slightest interruption or difficulty. The 
laws and government of South Carolina governing property or the econ- 
omy, for example, would not be affected in any way by withdrawal from 
the Union. The small size of the central state and its restriction to a 
narrow range of activities meant that secessionists could risk the total 
collapse of federal functions with indifference. The atrophied military 
establishment, itself a product of American isolation in the western hemi- 
sphere, made secession even more attractive. A second reason southern 
nationalists expected to easily dismantle the state apparatus can be traced 
to their anticipation of high cohesion within southern society. High social 
cohesion carried with it expectations for an absence of political disorder 
during secession and the wholesale defection of federal officeholders. In 
the actual event, these expectations were fulfilled; secession was accom- 
panied by almost no rioting, public demonstrations by opponents, or 
other breaches of the peace that might have distracted the consolidation 
of power by the new regime, and the Confederacy absorbed southern 
extensions of the central state almost completely intact (see Chapter 3). 
Perhaps the most important factor operating against secession was the 
economic ties that had grown up between the North and South. The 
failure of the South to break commercial relations with the North, in 
retaliation for abolitionist demonstrations, indicates the durability of 
market-driven trade networks. Boycotts of “black Republican” New 
York commercial houses and attempts to reorganize the cotton trade so 
that southern cities would become major export and import centers all 
foundered.’* The overall failure of economic boycotts of northern goods 
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and firms was frustrating to secessionists and, to cite but one example, 
led the state of Georgia to impose a fine of $2,000 on citizens selling 
goods to residents of the free states.*? This step, taken as the state moved 
toward secession, could not be enforced as long as Georgia remained in 
the Union because of its manifest interference with interstate commerce. 
Once independence was attained, however, the South was able to force- 
fully impose the economic boycott that voluntaristic cooperation never 
achieved. 

In fact, wherever secession seemed likely to erect a new international 
boundary, expectations of a serious disruption of economic ties and trade 
networks strongly affected political sentiment on disunion. Northern 
Alabama, for example, was reluctant to secede as long as Tennessee 
remained in the Union because the region’s natural trade outlet was the 
Tennessee River (which would be blocked if Tennessee failed to join the 
Confederacy).*° For similar reasons, Representative H. Winter Davis pre- 
dicted that, because “Western Virginia belongs to the Valley of the Mis- 
sissippi... Virginia can never withdraw from the existing Confederacy 
undivided; her western boundary will be the Blue Ridge.”*' Five months 
later, when Virginia voted on a secession ordinance, counties beyond the 
Blue Ridge gave large majorities against secession and subsequently, as 
Davis had predicted, formed a separate state within the federal union.** 
Davis reserved his most cogent analysis, however, for his own state of 
Maryland and native city of Baltimore. He began by noting that, if 
Maryland joined the Confederacy, “slaveholders lose their only guarantee 
for the return of their slaves” and continued: 


Every commercial line of communication is severed. Custom house 
barriers arrest her merchants at every frontier. Her commerce on the 
ocean is the prey of every pirate, or the sport of every maritime 
power. Her great railroad loses every connection which makes it 
valuable. If two republics divide the territory of the United States, 
Maryland is ruined. 
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Davis contended that free trade, a likely southern policy, would retard 
Baltimore’s mushrooming industry and, because of its location on the 
anticipated perimeter of the Confederacy, the city could never be the 
commercial “emporium” of the South. Secession would give New York 
control of Baltimore’s western trade without appreciably increasing 
southern traffic. He went on to predict that the state’s tax burden would 
increase because of the necessary maintenance of a standing army to 
guard Maryland’s northern boundary and that Maryland itself would 
always be the most militarily vulnerable part of a new southern nation.** 
Similar arguments could be made for every region and major city along 
a possible Confederate frontier.** 

Away from the frontier, both New Orleans and New York City saw 
their commercial interests seriously threatened. New Orleans’ commit- 
ment to secession was potentially compromised by its position as the 
port of entry for Mississippi River traffic.’ By 1860, however, most 
commodities moving through the port originated in the South (such as 
cotton, sugar, tobacco, and molasses) because the Erie Canal and the 
developing northern rail network had already diverted midwestern grain 
to the East. Similar developments, including the completion of the Illinois 
and Michigan Canal (1848), help explain the rise of the city of Chicago 
and a reorientation of Cincinnati’s commercial interests away from the 
South (and the Ohio River steamboat) to the East (and the trans- 
Appalachian railroad).** By 1860, the New York Times was crowing, 
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“Already have we taken nineteen-twentieths [of the trade] of the Upper 
Mississippi from its natural outlet” in New Orleans.*” While the devel- 
opment of northeastern commercial ties bound the Midwest to the North, 
New York City retained a vast and thriving interest in the transatlantic 
cotton trade that committed the city to a policy of appeasement even 
after the outbreak of war.** 

By and large, the division of the national political economy into two 
separate spheres threatened havoc only in the Missouri, Ohio, and Po- 
tomac river basins. The remainder of the southern plantation economy, 
including both subsistence and cash crop agriculture and urban com- 
mercial interests, could contemplate secession with indifference or en- 
thusiasm. In the border regions, however, the economic consequences of 
trade disruption accentuated the preexisting ambivalence toward slavery 
and secession caused by the area’s growing manufacturing and com- 
mercial commitments. In sum, wherever the international boundary was 
drawn, the new frontier region would find its trade network and com- 
mercial ties seriously disrupted. As it turned out, the new frontier carved 
a line along the southern boundary of the very regions with the weakest 
economic commitment to slavery. 

Both the fundamental unity of the deep South and the ambivalence of 
the border states was reflected in the political negotiations between the 
great slave and free sections in the late antebellum period. We now turn 
to a brief analytical description of the speaker’s contest in the House of 
Representatives during the winter of 1859-60. That contest will serve 
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as a vehicle for the exploration of the antebellum party system, for the 
connection between the structure of the national political economy and 
possible compromises that might have delayed or prevented secession, 
and for the deep cleavages, in addition to slavery, that rent the American 
nation prior to the Civil War. This contest also highlights the strategic 
context in which southerners chose to forgo further compromise with 
the North — in this case, over tariff protection for industry — in favor of 
secession. 


Issues dividing the Thirty-sixth Congress 


The most important issue dividing the membership of the House of Rep- 
resentatives in the last antebellum Congress was, of course, slavery. Al- 
though almost every public decision was evaluated at least partially in 
terms of its consequences for slavery, the central focus of the struggle 
was over the institution’s extension into the territories. The forces for 
and against slavery represented, as Seward described them, two systems 
“so incompatible ...that every new state which is organized within our 
ever extending domain makes its first political act a choice of the one 
and the exclusion of the other, even at the cost of civil war, if necessary.”*” 
While other decisions, such as annexation and the disposal of the public 
lands under the homestead bill, were also important, the slavery issue 
was usually decided at two stages in the life of a territory: its initial 
organization and later admission into the Union as a state. 

Following the Dred Scott decision in 1857, slavery could not be pro- 
hibited — either by Congress or the territorial legislature — in any territory. 
The decision shifted congressional attention to statehood as the most 
important legislative action affecting the institution’s expansion. It was 
in this context that the Buchanan administration proposed the admission 
of Kansas under the proslavery “Lecompton constitution.” The admis- 
sion of Kansas as a slave state consumed almost the entire attention of 
Congress and the Buchanan administration in 1858 and the subsequent 
general election was largely conducted as a referendum on that issue. 
Congressmen could, and did, assume many different and sometimes con- 
tradictory positions on the different ramifications of slavery in the 
national political economy; however, the single most important test of 
pro- or antislavery sentiment, a test that opened wide and unbridgeable 
chasms within the established parties, was the stand of the membership 
of the Thirty-sixth Congress on the Lecompton constitution.°° 
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By the winter of 1859-60 the admission of Kansas as a slave state had 
become politically impossible. The population of the state was over- 
whelmingly opposed to the institution and becoming more so. But the 
issue would not and could not die for two reasons. First, something had 
to be done about the territory. Under Buchanan’s leadership the repre- 
sentatives of the slave states had conceded that Kansas was eligible for 
statehood (even while losing on the status of slavery). While admission 
could be delayed, it could not be denied. Second, the prospective entry 
of Kansas into the Union underscored the rapidly growing political and 
economic strength of the free states. Even though the political forces 
supporting slavery seemed to be more adept than those hostile to its 
extension, demographic trends and the inhospitality of the remaining 
territories to plantation culture strongly indicated the future subordi- 
nation of the “slave power” in national policies. 

Although only one battle in the struggle over slavery — and a battle 
irretrievably lost at that — the vote on admission of Kansas under the 
Lecompton constitution marked congressmen not only on the issue at 
hand but also on the entire panoply of issues associated with the interests 
of the institution. Positions on the Lecompton constitution thus served 
to divide the membership of the House and provided the single most 
important criterion by which candidates for the speakership were 
measured. 

Slavery, however, was not the only issue dividing the House, nor 
can that struggle be isolated from economic competition between the 
free- and slave-state societies. The slave economy produced cotton, a 
product that either earned foreign exchange for the United States in 
world markets or was sent north to be manufactured in New England 
mills, The resulting interdependence between the slave and free econo- 
mies cut both ways. On the one hand, southerners emphasized the re- 
liance of northern manufacturing on cotton culture as a reason why 
acquiescence in southern demands was unavoidable.‘' On the other 
hand, that same interdependence seemed, to northerners, to make 
southern threats of disunion increasingly unrealistic. Seward, for ex- 
ample, contended that, “Commercial interests bind the slave states 
and the free states together in links of gold that are riveted with iron, 
and they cannot be broken by passion or by ambition. Either party 
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will submit to the ascendancy of the other, rather than yield to the 
commercial advantages of this Union.”** 

Economic interdependence, however, did not imply economic equality. 
The growing economic supremacy of the Northeast was obvious to all 
concerned and greatly influenced the calculations of both sides of the 
slavery issue. To northern Republicans, the failure of the South to keep 
pace with the rest of the country was “due to the inherent error of the 
system [of slave labor] itself.”** They maintained that ‘the slave states 
not only build no great cities, but they build no great states” while the 
natural destiny of New York City was to be “the metropolis of the 
continent.”** In contrast to the “sluggish, turbid and desolating stream 
of slave labor issuing from fifteen slave states,” there was “‘an ever in- 
creasing volume of free labor issuing from sixteen free states. ... These 
two variant floods cannot be mingled, but one necessarily repels and 
excludes the other” because a slave economy, in all its aspects, was 
inimical to manufacturing and industry.** Measures taken by the national 
government to encourage western settlement, to provide protection to 
domestic industry by raising the tariff on imports, and to develop a 
continental transportation network were advocated by northerners as 
policies that unleashed the energies of free labor and thus hastened the 
eminent destiny of the nation. 

Southerners saw these same manipulations of the national political 
economy as the root cause of northern industrial might and southern 
economic underdevelopment. William Boyce of South Carolina made 
the argument best when he listed the economic grievances of his re- 
gion as 


the tariff...the disbursements of the Government [which favored 
the North]... the law by which the coastwise trade is confined ex- 
clusively to American ships, the practical advantage of which law is 
confined almost exclusively to the northern states ...the law which 
gives American ship-builders....a monopoly of building ships which 
sail under the American flag... . the law which gives codfish bounties 
to the people of Massachusetts ... the law which, under the form of 
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the reciprocity treaty, exempts the people of the North along the 
Canadian frontier from paying duties . . . all of these great industrial 
laws are so favorable to northern interests that they cannot be im- 
proved upon... [they have] given the North everything and reserved 
nothing for [the South], except the poor privilege of paying tribute 
to the victorious industry of the imperial North.** 


These measures, and not the institution of slavery, Boyce argued, pre- 
vented the South from keeping pace. 

As northern Republicans saw it, the political power of the slave econ- 
omy retarded national development not only by spreading the institution 
into the West (for this advance could be stopped), but also by thwarting 
northern industrial expansion. The developmental problem facing in- 
dustrial Republicans in the antebellum era was the forging of a durable 
alliance between the manufacturing East and the agricultural Midwest. 
The task confronting the South was to play the two great free-state regions 
against each other. In fact, serious strains existed within the emerging 
northern alliance, strains that were exposed when disunion seemed im- 
minent. During the speakership contest, for example, Charles Larrabee 
of Wisconsin predicted that southern secession would be followed by 
further division of the nation: 


Provisional governments would be formed, one South, one West — 
and by the West I mean all the country watered by the Missis- 
sippi — and one Northeast. | tell you, gentlemen from the New 
England States, very frankly, for I think it is true, that there is 
very little in common between the Northwest and yourselves, and 
in such a contingency as a disruption of the Union, we can hard- 
ly look for any unity of sentiment between us. I think we would 
not act together.*” 
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timore: 1930), chs. 5-10. 

57. Congressional Globe, 36:1:174, December 17, 1859. 
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The existence of these strains between the Northeast and Old Northwest 
clearly entered into the calculations of secessionists in Congress.** 

Against the charge that industry had made their party into a vehicle 
for northeastern interests, New England Republicans promoted “free 
soil” as a policy that outweighed all the real and imagined liabilities 
cited by southerners and northwestern Democrats. With reference to 
the speakership contest, their western allies itemized the many other 
benefits they expected to derive from a Republican victory. While a 
Republican Speaker would ensure “the protection of American com- 
merce,” a Democrat in the chair would make certain “that the com- 
mittees shall be so stocked and constituted that the rivers and harbors 
of the West shall have no protection whatever.” Republican support 
for a homestead bill was cited as an additional reason for backing a 
Republican candidate. In the end, the cohesive appeal of free soil 
and economic development proved far stronger than the antithetical 
implications of tariff protection and northeastern “exploitation.” The 
northern alliance held. 

Other than slavery, the tariff was the most important single issue 
dividing the membership of the Thirty-sixth Congress. The alignment 
on the tariff did not closely follow the fault lines imposed by slavery 
and New England economic prowess. Many members in the North, 
primarily antislavery Democrats, opposed protection, while a sizable 
minority of southerners, usually American party members of Whiggish 
lineage, supported a high tariff. In fact, the tariff was the most impor- 
tant issue dividing an otherwise united South, and Democrats from 
the region often bitterly attacked their American party opponents on 
this issue.°° Throughout the South, but particularly in the slave states 


58. In support of his argument that disunion would ultimately proceed peaceably, one 
South Carolina congressman first postulated the unacceptably high costs of civil war, 
and then continued, “We would hold out inducements, to0, to the Northwest, for 
the Mississippi is a natural peacemaker.” After southern control of the export trade 
of the Old Northwest had effectively neutralized the latter region, William Boyce 
predicted that New England would become increasingly vulnerable to the designs of 
forcign powers, particularly Great Britain. This vulnerability, he speculated, would 
ultimately lead to a thorough constitutional revision in which the New England states 
would be compelled to accept a smaller apportionment of members within the U.S. 
Senate. Congressional Globe 36:1:311-12, January 3, 1860. 

59. Representative John Farnsworth of Chicago, Congressional Globe, 36:1:230, Decem- 
ber 23, 1859. 

60. In berating an American colleague from his state, for example, Democrat John Wright 
charged that a Republican tariff would “tax the people of Tennessee, in order to put 
money into the hands of northern capitalists. ... [It would] raise the taxes on the poor 
farmers, who cultivate the hillsides and valleys of the mountain country... . ewenty 
or thirty per cent., to make them pay the additional price for the iron hoes and plows 
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bordering the North, the American party members won seats in dis- 
tricts in more industrialized areas that could benefit from tariff 
protection.** 

The cleavage that cut most obliquely across the alignment on slavery 
was nativism. Anti-Catholic and anti-immigrant in orientation, nativism 
found its strongest adherents in the American party, North and South, 
and in those Republicans of recent American party antecedents.** The 
elections had devastated the ranks of the Know-Nothings in the House 
of Representatives. Within the remnants of the American party — now 
almost irrelevant to the course of the nation — concern with foreign 
immigration and Catholicism could merge almost imperceptibly into par- 
anoid fixation. The “ultra-Protestant”” Thomas Nelson of Tennessee, for 
example, claimed that “A foreign emigration society was organized in 
Europe, more than twenty years ago, which had three objects in view. 
One of these was to furnish a market in this country, through emigrants, 


by which they earn a livelihood, in order that the rich ironmongers of the North may 
be made richer, and the poor people of Tennessee made poorer, and this under the 
pretense of protecting American industry.” Congressional Globe, 36:1:397, January 
10, 1860. 

61. Inthe states that later became the Confederacy, the districts represented by Democrats 
had an average value-added in manufacturing (per capita) of $7.43, slightly below 
the American party average of $8.48. The difference was greater in border state 
districts where the Democratic constituencies averaged $12.97 and the Americans 
$22.51. Calculated from data in the Secretary of the Interior, 1860 Census of Man- 
facturing (Washington, D.C.: Governmental Printing Office, 1865). 

62. For an exploration of the social factors and economic context that underlie nativism 
in the antebellum period, see Michael F. Holt, “The Politics of Impatience: The Origins 
of Know Nothingism” Journal of American History 60 (September 1973): 309-31. 
On the importance of nativism in the late antebellum period, see Potter, The Im- 
pending Crisis, pp. 241-61; and W. Darrell Overdyke, The Know-Nothing Party in 
the South (Gloucester, Mass.: Peter Smith, 1968). During the struggle over the ad- 
mission of Kansas, William Seward decried the influence of nativism on American 
politics because it drew attention away from the fight against slavery. Seward argued, 
“The question of the day is not about natives and foreigners, nor about protestants 
and Roman Catholics, but about freemen and slaves. ... If the American people divide 
and one portion, being a minority, declare for freedom; while another portion, being 
also a minority, declare against foreigners and catholics; and a third, larger than 
either, declare for slavery, nothing is obtained against foreigners and catholics, nothing 
against slavery... Thus it is apparent that the issue raised by the Know-nothings, 
whatever may be its merit, is an immaterial, irrelevant, and false issue. ... It will, 1 
think, be hereafter regarded as one of the caprices of politics that a system of com- 
bination so puerile was ever attempted in the United States.” Baker, ed., Works of 
William Seward, pp. 283-4. Thus it was that Seward and much of the Republican 
party could be both antinativist and protectionist. Nativism had to be opposed because 
it divided free-state political forces and, therefore, allowed slavery to persist and even 
extend its range. For these reasons, nativism and protectionism were not only the- 
oretically unrelated, but they were also, in the practical political world, openly con- 
tradictory and mutually defeating programs. 
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for British manufacturers; the second was, to furnish a home to the 
emigrant; and the third and last was, to make Romanism the predominant 
religion of the country.”* 

Most congressional districts sympathetic to immigrants were repre- 
sented by northern Democrats. While northern Democrats were opposed 
to slavery (and thus found it difficult to support southern nominees for 
the chair), they also had grave misgivings about the varnished-over na- 
tivists that composed much of the Republican party membership.** While 
the most important factor in the strategic calculations of the major party 
leaders was the great chasm separating the free- and slave-state members, 
nativism and the tariff, more than any other issues, shaped the day-to- 
day tactics in the speaker’s contest. As we shall see, the election of a 
compromise candidate to the House speakership depended upon southern 
acquiesence in a protective tariff for northern iron and steel manufac- 
turers. Southern congressmen were repeatedly presented with such com- 
promise opportunities and consistently rejected proslavery candidates 
who also supported tariff protection. These refusals illustrate both the 


63. Congressional Globe, 36:1:52, December 7, 1859. The “ultra-Protestant” label is 
taken from Overdyke, Know-Nothing Party in the South, p. 33. In his recent book, 
The Origins of the Republican Party, William Gienapp has stressed the significance 
of the nativist, Know-Nothing vote as a serious complicating factor in the rise of the 
Republican party. His point is well taken, but it doesn’t appear that nativism as an 
issue could ever have constituted a fundamental alignment in the party system. Slavery/ 
free soil factionalism, for example, easily and completely dissolved the national base 
of the American party. Even in the period before the rise of the Republicans, irre~ 
solvable disputes over slavery were involved in the large majority of convention 
schisms that led co bolting rump caucuses and separate electoral tickets. More to the 
point, parties in the late antebellum period were organizations that drew their im- 
portance and viability from patronage and other spoils of office (induding the en- 
actment of policy outcomes such as the admission of Kansas), not as cultural totems 
to which voters owed their allegiance much as they would a church. Gienapp describes 
a Republican party that gathered a wide range of potential interests and politicians 
together under one tent (holding open conventions in which anyone could participate, 
for example). Such a party could develop because voter allegiances were so weak, 
ever shifting between competing factions and partics, as Gienapp demonstrates. The 
emergence of the “Republican” party was not destined to succeed (any more than 
another gathering, under another tent such as the “People’s” party in Indiana and 
Pennsylvania was destined to fail); what was instead almost inevitable was that a 
northern-based, antislavery party would arise. In making his casc, then, Gienapp 
places too much emphasis on parties instead of issues as the fundamental factors in 
antebellum politics. 

64. Noting the recent conversion of William Moorhead of Pittsburgh to the Republican 
party, William Montgomery of Pennsylvania charged that Moorhead had previously 
seen “hopes for office in the American organization; and he crawled into the caves, 
garrets, and cellars where ‘Sam’ [an allegorical figure representing the spirit of Know- 
nothing rituals and beliefs] congregated; took all the horrid oaths and learned the 
secret grips of that order. ... The gentleman has forgotten his oaths and pledges nows 
his holy horror of foreigners and Catholics.” Congressional Globe, 36:1:515, January 
18, 1860. 
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narrow limits within which the southern leadership would entertain com- 
promise with the North and the self-defeating nature of the concessions 
offered the South. Compromise programs that accelerated northern in- 
dustrial development would only have postponed secession and, in the 
meantime, strengthened the comparative position of the North in the 
national political economy. 


Sectional conflict and the speaker's contest of 1859 


The 1858 elections awarded a majority to none of the parties in the 
House of Representatives and the first crisis facing the Thirty-sixth Con- 
gress thus arose over the selection of a speaker, a post that was unusually 
important in 1859 for reasons that went beyond the institutional politics 
of the chamber.®’ As the contest began in an atmosphere reeking of 
sectional hostility, a Maryland congressman urged the 237 “members 
from various States of the Confederacy — not delegates from a consoli- 
dated people, but ambassadors from great sovereignties” to take into 
consideration “all the great questions connected with the present state 
of the Union” before selecting the new Speaker.* On January 30, 1860, 
just before the end of the struggle, “‘almost the entire population of the 
District, including thousands of strangers, flocked to the capitol... to 
witness... the election of a Speaker. The crowd in and around the Capitol 
was estimated at from twenty to thirty thousand, not one-fourth of whom 
could gain admittance. Every passage, stairway, and retiring room was 
packed with the excited throng, which remained undiminished up to the 
hour of adjournment.” 

It would be difficult to exaggerate the sense of impending violence that 


65. For one thing, the speaker appointed, with the consent of the House, members to the 
standing and select committees that drafted legislation and conducted congressional 
investigations. This appointment power was unusually important in 1859 because 
the Buchanan administration, it was commonly thought, was guilty of a wide variety 
of dubious and corrupt practices related to the distribution of patronage and gov- 
ernment contracts. A speaker opposed to the administration could appoint select 
committees to investigate and expose these practices. A friendly speaker could prevent 
congressional inquiry (since the Senate was safely Democratic). In addition, the newly 
clected speaker would appoint the membership of the standing Committee on Elec- 
tions that would determine the contested election cases then before the House. The 
decisions in these cases might change the partisan balance in a few strategically 
important state delegations. Since it was already anticipated that at least four major 
presidential candidacies would be launched in 1860 and since the House of Repre- 
sentatives would decide who won the presidency if the Electoral College produced 
no decision, the composition of the Committee on Elections might influence, even 
determine, the outcome of the presidential election. 

66. Congressional Globe, 36:1:108, December 12, 1859. 

67. New York Times, January 31, 1860. The population of the District of Columbia in 
1860 was 61,122. 
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hung over the House during this period.** Southern members repeatedly 
threatened disunion if a member of the “treasonable, incendiary and 
revolutionary Black” Republican party were elected president.°? Many 
agreed with a South Carolina member who defined sectional loyalty in 
terms that already set up the South as an independent nation: “There is 
a treason now known to the South greater than the treason of disunion, 
and that is treason to the South itself, and her constitutional rights.”’° 
Many, if not most, members came to the House floor carrying weapons. 
Southern representatives, “following the custom, then so prevalent in 
that section of the country,” brought weapons almost as a matter of 
course. Northern colleagues “felt themselves forced to adopt the custom 
by the threats hurled at them from across the chamber.”’* Only two days 
into the contest, the Democrats were described as “armed to the teeth” 
and, if a blow had been struck, it would not have been “the ordinary 
combat of former years, but war to the knife.”’* Two events, John 
Brown’s raid on Harper's Ferry and the publication of Hinton Helper’s 
antislavery book, The Impending Crisis of the South, shaped the course 
of the speakership struggle. Less than two months before the House of 
Representatives opened the session, Brown and his men attacked the 
armory at Harper’s Ferry, immeasurably heightening southern fear of 
northern-inspired and -organized slave insurrections. Three days before 
the House met, Brown was hanged by the state of Virginia while church 
bells tolled in grief throughout the North. Less than two weeks later, his 
men followed him to the gallows. Both the raid and northern reaction 


68. Much of the following account is drawn from Richard Bensel, “The Antebellum 
Political Economy and the Speaker’s Contest of 1859,” delivered to the 1985 Annual 
Meeting of the American Political Science Association, the New Orleans Hilton, 
August 29-September 1, 1985. The most complete published account, though dated, 
is Olinger Crenshaw, “The Speakership Contest of 1859-1860: John Sherman's 
Election: A Cause of Disruption,” Mississippi Valley Historical Review 29 (December 
1942): 323-38. Brief accounts can be found in Nichols, Disruption of American 
Democracy, pp. 270-6; Potter, Impending Crisis, pp. 386-91; Rhodes, History of 
the United States, vol. 2, pp. 418-28; and Nevins, Emergence of Lincoln, vol. 2, 
pp. 116—24. Also see, Victor Hicken, “John A. McClernand and the House Speak- 
ership Struggle of 1859,” Illinois State Historical Society Journal 53 (Summer 1960): 
163~78. 

69. Albert Rust of Arkansas, Congressional Globe 36:1:270, December 28, 1959. One 
month into the contest, the Washington Era could count eleven members who, in its 
opinion, had “threatened or justified disunion,” January 5, 1860. A subsequent enu- 
meration quoted thirteen southern House members who had supported secession 
upon election of a “Black” Republican president. Congressional Globe 36:1:840-1, 
February, 20, 1860. Many more members stopped just short of advocating secession. 

70. Milledge Bonham, Congressional Globe, 36:1:167, December 16, 1859. 

51. Hubert Fuller, The Speakers of the House (New York: Arno Press, 1947; reprint of 
1909 edition), p. 136; Willard H. Smith, Schuyler Colfax: The Changing Fortunes 
of a Political Idol (Indianapolis: Indiana Historical Bureau, 1952), p. 125. 

72. New York Times, December 8, 1859. 
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to the executions made the emergence of a successful bisectional candidate 
for the speakership extremely difficult.’* 

Helper had intended his book to rouse the nonslaveowning southern 
white from his unthinking acquiesence in the political program and goals 
of the slaveholding elite. The book was seized upon by Republican leaders 
as a possible campaign tract and a shorter “compendium” was planned. 
In advance of the compendium’s preparation, the signatures of prominent 
congressional Republicans were solicited as endorsements of the work. 
The resulting circular was a request for funds to offset the costs of 
preparing and printing the compendium and was sent out to potential 
Republican subscribers.”* Forty-three Republican members of the Thirty- 
sixth Congress — among them the leading party candidates for the 
speakership, John Sherman and Galusha Grow —~ had signed the circular. 
Helper’s uncondensed, original text was filled with highly incendiary 
prose and contained many thinly veiled threats of violence against south- 
ern slaveowners. Against the background of John Brown’s raid, these 
threats made southern support for any candidate who signed the circular 
impossible. 

The Republicans, the largest party organization, were 110 members 
strong. They were fervently and unanimously opposed to the admission 
of Kansas under the Lecompton constitution, widely but more weakly 
associated with nativism, and supported a protective tariff. The 88 
Administration Democrats were identified with President Buchanan, par- 
ticularly with the administration’s support for the Lecompton admission 
of Kansas, and opposed the Republicans on all three major issues con- 
fronting the Thirty-sixth Congress. For the most part, the Administration 
Democrats shared the Republican preoccupation with slavery, placed 
lower but still high significance on the tariff issue, and were largely 
indifferent toward nativism. 

The Americans and the Anti-Lecompton Democrats held the balance 
of power in the House. By 1859, all but three of the 26 House members 
of the American party represented slaveholding districts and all of these 
members supported the institution. However, some Know-Nothing con- 
gressmen opposed the Lecompton constitution for partisan reasons and, 
thus, for these members alone, that issue was not an accurate test of their 
sentiments on slavery generally. Most Americans were, of course, ob- 
sessed with the nativist issue and also strongly advocated government- 


73. A brief account of the effect of John Brown’s raid on sectional relations can be found 
in ch. 14 of Potter, Impending Crisis. 

74 A copy of the circular with the list of signatures was printed in the Congressional 
Globe, 36:1:16-17, December 6, 1859. See, also, Nichols, Disruption of American 
Democracy, p. 272. 
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sponsored national development and a protective tariff. Their rank- 
ordering of the importance of the three issues was the inverse of the 
one held by Republicans and Administration Democrats. The 13 Anti- 
Lecompton Democrats, as the name suggests, fervently opposed the ad- 
mission of Kansas as a slave state and had each bolted their party over 
that issue. Since, to a man, they represented northern districts with fairly 
sizable immigrant populations, these members strongly opposed the na- 
tivist measures advocated by the Americans. Though latent divisions over 
the tariff probably existed within this small group of congressmen, none 
surfaced during the speakership contest because the issue did not rank 
high in their order of priorities. 

In sum, Republicans and Anti-Lecompton Democrats opposed the 
Administration Democrats on Buchanan’s policy toward Kansas and on 
slavery generally. The Americans split over Lecompton, favored slavery, 
but were more concerned with other issues. On the tariff, the Republicans 
and Americans backed protection, a stand opposed by the administra- 
tion’s supporters. Anti-Lecompton Democrats split on the tariff but were 
largely distracted by other issues. Nativism brought the Americans and 
Anti-Lecomptonites to loggerheads but, for the most part, was irrelevant 
to the larger party organizations. Overlaying all of these cleavages were 
partisan rivalries which, in the North, pit Anti-Lecompton Democrats 
against Republicans and, in the South, drew apart Americans and Admin- 
istration Democrats. This intraregional competition made cooperation 
among these pairs of parties very difficult. 

Given these intense cleavages within the membership and given the 
fact that no party drew the allegiance of a majority, the election of a 
speaker on the basis of policy positions alone was widely recognized as 
all but impossible. Because they played but a small role in the voting 
decisions of members outside their respective parties, the personal char- 
acteristics and leadership qualities of the nominees could not compensate 
for the policy contradictions within every potential coalition.” 

This, then, was the situation facing the House of Representatives at 
the beginning the Thirty-sixth Congress: a membership deeply riven by 
differences over slavery, economic policy (most notably the tariff), and 


75. In fact, the member finally chosen as speaker, William Pennington of New Jersey, 
subsequently gained a reputation as “one of the worst-equipped and most incom- 
petent” presiding officers of the House and was defeated for reelection only nine 
months after his elevation to the chair. Nevins, Emergence of Lincoln, vol. 2, p. 124. 
More charitably, Mary Parker Follett described Pennington’s qualifications for office 
as “some legal attainments, dignity of manner, equanimity of temper, and an un- 
doubted integrity and impartiality.” She concludes that he “made a respectable pre- 
siding officer” although he was “notably ignorant of the practice of the House.” The 
Speaker of the House of Representatives (New York: Burt Franklin, 19743 reprint 
of a 1902 edition), p. 95. 
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nativism, and further divided into four party factions. Given the distri- 
bution of issue preferences and the intensity with which they were held, 
the most appealing candidate would be Anti-Lecompton, protariff, and 
nativist (with weakly held positions on each), for the membership con- 
tained a nominal majority on all three issues. In addition, given the intense 
rivalry existing between the parties, the successful candidate would be a 
recent convert from the now defunct, and thus nonthreatening Whigs. 
Finally, he would probably be a Northerner and a Republican, for such 
members formed the largest part — though not a majority — of the House. 
Freshman Representative William Pennington of New Jersey had all of 
these characteristics, but, before he was elected, after fifty-nine days and 
forty-four ballots, the membership voted on ninety other candidates (see 
Table 2.2). Including Pennington, members receiving at least some votes 
at some time during the contest comprised 38 percent of the 237 members 
of the House. 

At several different points in the struggle southern Democrats could 
have elected a southern American to the speakership if they had been 
willing to compromise on the tariff. Both John Gilmer and William N. 
H. Smith of North Carolina could have drawn enough support from the 
Pennsylvania and New Jersey delegations, including some Republicans, 
to be elected if the southern Democrats had swung behind their candi- 
dacies. The crucial tests came on the seventh ballot (December 16, 1859), 
the eighteenth (December 22), and the thirty-ninth (January 27, 1860). 
On each of these occasions intense bargaining between congressmen in- 
terested in tariff protection for iron, the southern Americans, and Admin- 
istration Democrats placed the decision squarely in the hands of the latter. 
Each time southern Democrats refused to barter the tariff in return for 
the protection of slavery’s interests that control over the organization of 
the House would have given them. 

The success of both the Gilmer and Smith candidacies depended upon 
a combination of Administration Democrats, the southern wing of the 
American party, and Pennsylvania Republicans. The key to a viable co- 
alition between the three factions was to allow an American candidate 
to offer a protective tariff to attract Republicans and a proslavery position 
to pull in Administration Democrats. This combination lay behind John 
Gilmer’s candidacy. Since Gilmer was the largest slaveholder in the House 
of Representatives, his slavery credentials were beyond southern Dem- 
ocratic criticism. However, Gilmer opposed a slave code for the territories 
and, thus, was sufficiently moderate to draw northern votes.” 

Gilmer came closest to the speaker’s chair on the seventh and the 


76. Congressional Globe 36:1:218-19, December 22, 1859; 36: 1:514, $16, January 18, 
1860. 
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Table 2.2. Chronology of the speakership contest in the 


Thirty-sixth Congress 


Date 


Event 


October 16-18, 1859 
December 2, 1859 


December 5, 1859 


December 7-9, 1859 


December 16, 1859 


December 19, 1859 


December 20, 1859 


December 21, 1859 


December 22, 1859 


December 23-27, 1859 
December 28, 1859 


December 29, 1859 


John Brown and his men raid Harper’s Ferry. 


John Brown is executed at Charlestown, Virginia, less than 
100 miles from the capital. 

The House of Representatives meets for the first time. John 
Sherman of Ohio defeats Galusha Grow of Pennsylvania for 
the Republican nomination. Thomas Bocock of Virginia is put 
forward by the Administration Democrats. (During the war, 
Bocock later serves as the speaker of the House of 
Representatives in the First and Second Confederate 
Congresses.) Thirty-five votes are scattered among other 
candidates. 


Bocock’s candidacy peaks with 38.1 percent of the vote on the 
second and third ballots. 


Pennsylvania Republicans temporarily defect to John Gilmer of 
North Carolina on the seventh ballot, pushing his total to 36 
votes. The Americans invite Administration Democrats to join 
the coalition. Sherman’s vote falls to 42.3 percent, his poorest 
showing as the Republican candidate. 


On the twelfth ballot, Bocock withdraws as the Administration 
Democrat nominee. On this and the next four ballots no 
candidate opposing Sherman draws more than 19 percent of 
the vote. 


Sherman draws 48.9 percent of all votes cast on the sixteenth 
ballot — three short of victory. He was to come this close to 
election on two other ballots: the ewenty-cighth (January 6) 
and the thirty-third (January 11). 


The Administration Democrats concentrate their votes on John 
Millson of Virginia. Millson draws 96 votes on this, the 
seventeenth, ballot, and is only 18 short of election. This is the 
closest any Democrat, Administration or Anti-Lecompton, 
would come to victory. 


Pennsylvania Republicans again temporarily defect to Gilmer 
on the eighteenth ballot. The Americans again invite 
Administration Democrats into the coalition. His total climbs 
to 36 votes as both Sherman and Millson slip. 

On the twentieth and subsequent two ballots, none of 
Sherman's challengers draws more than 12 percent of the vote. 
Horace Maynard of Tennessee, the American party candidate, 
draws 31 percent of the vote on the twenty-third ballot. 

On the twenty-fourth ballot the Administration Democrats 
nominate Charles Scott of California, who polls 39 percent of 
the vote. Scott was one of the few western, free-state 
Democrats to support Administration policy on Kansas, and 
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Table 2.2 (cont.) 


Date Event 


his nomination was an attempt to bridge Democratic divisions 
over slavery in the territories. 


January 5, 1860 As the Administration Democratic nominee, Clement 
Vallandigham draws 69 votes, 32 percent of the total. On the 
next ballot (the twenty-seventh), the regular Democrats shift 
back to Bocock, who only polls 56. 


January 7, 1860 Ac the urging of Stephen Douglas, the Democrats nominate 
Andrew Hamilton of Texas. On the twenty-ninth ballot, he 
pulls 89 votes, 42 percent of the total. This was to be the 
second best showing by any Democrat but Hamilton never 
gains the backing of all the Anti-Lecompton wing of the party. 

January 8, 1860 A committee composed of representatives of the three 
parties opposing Sherman and the Republicans meets to 
consider possible compromise candidates but cannot reach 


agreement. 

January 12, 1860 Hamilton's support has gradually fallen to 75 votes by this, 
the thirty-fourth ballot, The House did not vote again for 13 
days. 

January 25, 1860 The Administration Democrats return to Bocock on the thirty- 


fifth ballot but he only polls 51 votes — less than half of 
Sherman’s total. The regular Democrats stay with Bocock 
through the thirty-cighth ballot. 


January 27, 1860 On the thirty-ninth ballot, the Administration Democrats and 
Americans combine on William N. H. Smith, a North Carolina 
American, and push Sherman into second place for the first 
time since he became the Republican nominee. The balloting, 
accompanied by an unprecedented number of vote changes, 
explanations in the form of speeches, and intense bargaining, 
takes hours to complete. At one point, Smith actually has an 
unofficial majority of the votes. His showing forces the 
Republicans to abandon Sherman 

January 30, 1860 On the fortieth ballot, the Republicans nominate William 
Pennington of New Jersey, who recaptures the lead but falls 
three vores short of a majority. Only six votes are cast for 
candidates other than Smith and Pennington. On the forty-first 
ballot, Pennington falls only two votes short as four votes are 
given to outside candidates. 


January 31, 1860 The American—Administration Democrat alliance breaks up 
and the Democrats attempt to unite on John McClernand of 
Illinois, an Anti-Lecompton Democrat allied with Stephen 
Douglas. McClernand’s nomination is a last-ditch attempt to 
prevent renegade Anti-Lecompton Democrats from joining the 
Republicans. On this, the forty-third ballot, McClernand runs 
25 votes behind Pennington, who is but one vote shy of 
election. 
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Table 2.2 (cont.) 


Date Event 


February 1, 1860 On the forty-fourth ballot, Pennington wins the speakership 
with 117 of 233 votes cast. He receives only one vote from the 
slave states — H. Winter Davis, an American from Baltimore, 
Maryland. Pennington’s leading opponent, McClernand, polls 
only 85 votes. Pennington is escorted to the chair by Thomas 
Bocock of Virginia and John Sherman of Ohio. 


eighteenth ballots. The first of these closely followed the opening of 
formal negotiations between the American party and Administration 
Democrats. The former had caucused on the evening of December 10 
and agreed to nominate Gilmer. A committee of three Democrats had 
waited on the Americans and proposed an alliance on the following terms: 
if Bocock, their candidate, polled 93 votes or more, then the Americans 
would support his election; in return, the Democrats would pledge to 
support Gilmer if he drew more than 28 votes. At this time the Americans 
rejected the proposal. On December 13 the Americans extended a nearly 
identical offer to the Democrats, but the two parties failed to reach 
agreement.”” 

With the accession of a dozen Republicans and one Anti-Lecomptonite, 
Gilmer’s support surged to 36 votes on the following day. It remains 
unclear whether their decision violated any agreement between the 
patties, but in any event the Democrats did not shift their votes to Gilmer. 
On December 21 the Americans again broached the possibility of a co- 
alition with the Administration Democrats, but the negotiations were 
inconclusive. On the next day, Gilmer’s vote was again augmented by 
Republican defections from Sherman, but the Administration Democrats 
once more remained aloof.’”* Seventeen free-state members supported 
Gilmer on either the seventh or eighteenth ballots: 13 Republicans, one 
Anti-Lecompton Democrat, and three Americans. Twelve of the Repub- 
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licans came from Pennsylvania.” As he rejected Gilmer’s candidacy, one 
southern Democrat described the proposed bargain as one in which the 
Pennsylvania Republicans offered ‘ta compromise that they will not say 
anything more than they have said on the slavery question if you will 
give them a protective tariff...[{but] every Democrat at the South is 
opposed to the doctrine of protection for the sake of protection.”*° 

Smith’s candidacy came much later in the contest and tentatively 
brought together a solid coalition of Administration Democrats and 
Americans plus a scattering of Anti-Lecompton Democrats and a small 
band of protectionist Republicans. The one New Jersey and four Penn- 
sylvania Republicans who originally voted for Smith grew more disen- 
chanted with him as the long thirty-ninth ballot progressed. They were 
initially attracted because he seemed to be, as they were, a nativist who 
supported a protective tariff and would be a moderate on the slavery 
issue. As the voting continued, however, Smith first disavowed nativism 
(in order to hold the Anti-Lecompton Democrats) and, subsequently, 
when his position on a territorial slave code was called into question, he 
refused to commit himself. Even then these members might have stayed 
with Smith if he had made an explicit commitment on the tariff. This 
commitment was, in fact, sought by one Pennsylvania Republican who 
later explained: 


After having cast the vote, as I did, for Mr. Smith .. . and after having 
heard, from the other side of the House, statements that seemed to 
put Mr. Smith in an equivocal position in reference to the American 
party ...1 thought it absolutely necessary for me to make myself sure 
beyond a doubt of that gentleman’s position upon the subject of 
industrial protection. I accordingly called upon that gentleman at his 
seat in the House and asked him... “Will you organize the Com- 
mittee of Ways and Means in such a manner as to protect the interests 
of Pennsylvania?” ... That gentleman could give me no firm and 
positive and satisfactory declaration upon the subject... [This re- 
sponse was disappointing] in the estimation of the Pennsylvania del- 
egation, charged, as they are with the guardianship of practical 
questions of vital moment to capital and labor. After having received 
from Mr. Smith the assurance that he could give no positive infor- 
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mation upon the subject, I said to my colleague, Mr. Wood, in the 
first instance, and afterwards to others, that it was time to sound 
the bugle of retreat, because we were misled."' 


Though Smith almost certainly favored tariff protection in theory, it is 
just as certain that he “had promised to give the principal committees 
to the Democrats” as the price of their support.** Once given, that prom- 
ise prevented the candidate from giving contradictory assurances to his 
Republican supporters. Once again, the intransigence of Administration 
Democrats on the tariff issue prevented the election of a southern Speaker. 
When the Republican leadership indicated that Sherman would step down 
in favor of either Corwin or Pennington, all the defectors but one backed 
away from Smith and, five ballots later, Pennington was elected to the 
chair.** 

The struggle over the speakership of the House of Representatives in 
1859 was the most serious, sustained effort to resolve those disputes that 
threatened to dissolve the Union.** Every section and every party partic- 
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ipated in the deliberations. Furthermore, because the office could influ- 
ence almost every dimension of federal policy, the negotiations over the 
speakership took into consideration the multidimensionality of the cleav- 
ages that produced secession. Finally, the congressmen who participated 
in the contest were highly skilled and articulate spokesmen for their 
respective positions; if there had been a chance, at that late date, of 
crafting an acceptable and durable compromise between the sections, 
these men should have found it. In the end, the only course open to 
the South, aside from defeat and disunion, was to trade government- 
sponsored economic development for temporary protection for the in- 
terests of slavery. Since tariff-sponsored industrial expansion would 
further accentuate the South’s isolation and impending minority status 
in the national political economy, southern Democrats refused the 
bargain.** 


Summary of the political-economic causes of secession 


In refusing to bargain, southern Democrats were choosing secession.*® 
By 1860, Republican radicals were a more or less immediate threat to 
slavery, the party’s program promised little good and much harm for the 
plantation economy, disentanglement of the state apparatus appeared to 
be easy, and the deep South, at least, could anticipate division of the 
national political economy with equanimity. Secession came not just 
because the cultural and partisan bonds of the American nation had, one 
by one, snapped. Secession also came because the political economic 
foundation for unity was extremely weak and any attempt to strengthen 
that foundation by increasing economic integration threatened the long- 
term interests of the plantation economy. 
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All contemporary projections of the future evolution of the national 
political economy involved a degree of uncertainty. That uncertainty plus 
the ambivalence of subsistence farmers and border regions operated 
against proponents of southern independence. The timing of secession 
was determined by events largely outside the control of southern na- 
tionalists and, although disunion sentiment was growing rapidly between 
1858 and 1860, John Brown’s raid on Harper's Ferry was probably a 
necessary catalyst.*” While cutting the ground out from under southern 
unionists, that event, and the North’s reaction to it, confirmed the most 
pessimistic projections of slavery’s future in the American nation. The 
only policy concessions the South could make to block a consolidation 
of northern interests behind the Republican party were those that, self- 
defeatingly, would further accelerate expansion of the northern capitalist 
economy. As one Cooper River planter contended, “We must do it now 
or never.””** 

The 1860 census and subsequent reapportionment of the House of 
Representatives and Electoral College confirmed the growing political 
and economic influence of the North. This shift, in turn, threatened to 
break the national deadlock over slavery by delivering control of the 
central state to the Republican party. From slavery’s perspective such 
trends provided a dismal backdrop to the dissolution of the national 
Democratic party and Lincoln’s election (achieved without the benefit of 
the 1860 reapportionment). While John Brown’s raid strengthened pes- 
simistic projections of slavery’s future, Lincoln’s victory determined the 
precise timing of secession: the period after the election but before in- 
auguration."’ In this interim, President Buchanan’s southern sympathies 
promised to paralyze the federal government and preclude any effective 
northern resistance. 

In the months preceding the presidential election, however, even well- 
informed observers who expected a Republican victory did not view 
disunion as unavoidable.”° On October 22 the New York Times assumed 
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that Lincoln’s election would lead South Carolina and the Gulf Coast 
states to secede but predicted that North Carolina, Tennessee, and Ar- 
kansas “will firmly adhere to the Union.” On the day before the election 
the paper was more optimistic and judged that there was “‘no great risk” 
that the South would secede. On the day after the balloting, the Times 
interpreted Constitutional Union party victories in the upper South as 
having “substantially dispelled all the danger of disunion which the elec- 
tion of Lincoln was supposed to involve.” 

Postelection attempts to compromise sectional divisions centered 
around two initiatives. Outside the government the Washington Peace 
Conference brought together well-meaning elder statesmen from both 
sections but was never seriously considered as an alternative to congres- 
sional negotiations.”’ A separate congressional initiative spawned both 
a Committee of Thirteen in the Senate and a Committee of Thirty-three 
in the House. While more substantial than the Washington Peace Con- 
ference, deliberations within these committees discovered no common 
ground between Republican radicals and southern secessionists. Plagued 
by Republican intransigence and southern preoccupation with the prog- 
ress of the secession movement, these panels were recognized as futile 
almost as soon as they were established.** From the very beginning, 
southern congressmen refused to serve on these committees or regarded 
their deliberations with hostility.”* 

Even as these committees deliberated, caucuses of southern represen- 
tatives and senators were declaring that sectional differences were hope- 
lessly irreconcilable and urging the immediate secession of the South.°* 
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The last hope of compromise lay with the incoming administration. Lin- 
coln wrote Seward indicating he was willing to guarantee that slavery in 
the District of Columbia, the interstate slave trade, and federal fugitive 
slave laws would remain safe under his administration and that he would 
permit New Mexico to come in as a slave state.”’ By this point, however, 
such guarantees did not even give pause to secessionists. With these 
presentiments, rejection of the Crittenden compromise, the most serious 
compromise proposal, was but a formality.”* Once Jefferson Davis and 
Lincoln assumed leadership of their respective governments, both had 
strong political reasons for viewing compromise initiatives as dangerous 
distractions that retarded the nationalist mobilization of public opinion.°” 


The northern decision to suppress the South 


In one sense, the reasons why the North suppressed southern separatism 
are much simpler than the causes of secession. While the incongruous 
place of the plantation economy in a political system dominated by ex- 
pansionist industrial capitalism was responsible for secession, the im- 
peratives of survival (for the slave economy) are difficult to specify in 
the absence of a well-established theory of state-centered political econ- 
omy. On the other hand, all modern states aside from monarchies have 
repressed the secession of contiguous territory and, in the absence of 
foreign intervention, they have done so successfully in most cases. From 
this perspective, it would have been surprising, indeed, had the North 
chosen to let the South go without a fight. But the observation that all 
states repress separatism is an observation without a theoretical expla- 
nation; several reasons for the strong tendency toward repression can be 
offered for the American case. 

In the first instance, separatism threatens the viability of the state in 
the international system. Such a development, by weakening the capacity 
of both the parent and newly created states to defend national territory, 
provides opportunities for intervention, domination, and even absorption 
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by foreign powers. However, such consequences are much more likely 
to be realized in a regional system of relatively strong states than in one 
where the dissolving nation clearly dominates all proximate countries. It 
would be difficult, if not impossible, to explain northern repression of 
the South as the result of a fear of subsequent foreign domination. The 
North was much more concerned with a lost opportunity for imperial 
greatness than with foreign subjugation.”* 

A second reason for the strong tendency toward repression is the impact 
a successful separatist movement would have on the political institutions 
and constitutional processes of the parent state. The legitimation of seces- 
sion as a possible political option seriously weakens centralizing tenden- 
cies that would otherwise compel political and administrative integration 
and immeasurably strengthens the political position of the remaining 
regions in their own quarrels with the central state. Thus, one experience 
with unopposed secession threatens to begin an irreversible process of 
national disintegration with unpredictable consequences for the economy 
and international security. In the case of the United States, southern 
secession spawned a public reconsideration of the terms of union within 
almost every section. Only New England exhibited an unreservedly na- 
tionalist response to southern withdrawal in the months prior to the 
attack on Fort Sumter. 

Other regions of the North were much more ambivalent. New York’s 
political leaders, including Representative Daniel Sickles and Mayor Fer- 
nando Wood, even proposed that the city secede and form a free port 
of entry similar to Bremen or Hamburg.” As early as April 1860, Senator 
Milton Latham was contending that his state of California would be 
viable as a separate, independent republic." In the Middle Atlantic 
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states, a few major political leaders and many less important figures 
debated the possible advantages of a “central confederacy” which could 
extend from New York to Norfolk, Virginia. When Governor John 
Letcher spoke to the Virginia Assembly in December 1860, he predicted 
that this central confederation would dominate the four new nations that 
would inherit the territory of the United States.'*' Midwestern section- 
alists, who feared the triumph of industrialism and the predominance of 
New England, foresaw that a civil war could transform them into “slaves 
and serfs of New England.” They recognized that the closing of the 
competitive Mississippi River system would put them at the mercy of the 
Great Lakes shipping interests and the east-west railway trunk lines, 
owned mainly by New York and Boston capital. Some astute Midwes- 
terners feared that New England industry and northeastern capital would 
exploit their section through the Republican party.'** In Missouri, the 
New York Times reported, “leading gentlemen. . . are privately discussing, 
the question of the separate independence of that State.”'°? Two weeks 
later, the paper repeated another rumor — this one attributed to “Frontier 
State” senators and representatives (in particular, Samuel Woodson of 
Missouri). The speculation claimed that the three northern regions (New 
England, Pacific states, and Middle Atlantic/Midwest) were discussing 
with the South the possibility of “forming a league or confederacy uniting 
the different sections in all the essential powers and purposes of national 
defense and international commerce.””'** 

As these rumors indicate, the choice for the North posed by southern 
secession was never between one nation and two but between one nation 
and many. Though there was little doubt that the new Republican admin- 
istration would commit the central government to a policy of repression, 
there also can be little doubt that failure to do so would have fatally 
strengthened the centrifugal forces already operating within the federal 
union. The major problem facing northern leaders was finding a popular 
basis for unifying the free states behind a policy of coercion.'°* A moral 
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appeal for the abolition of slavery during this period would have driven 
the border states into the southern confederacy and made a policy of 
repression materially impossible.'°* The only other popular basis was an 
imperialistic nationalism. 

Nationalism has two major components. One is the legitimation of 
the national community’s resistance to penetration by the world economy 
or domination by foreign states. As a result, nationalist ideologies are 
often more salient features of countries subject to intense international 
political and economic pressure than of those comparatively removed 
from the competition of major foreign powers. For that reason, the rel- 
ative isolation of the United States on the North American continent 
contributed to the comparative unimportance of nationalism in American 
life prior to secession."*” 

The second is an ideologically justified insistence that the resources of 
the central state be mobilized in support of the interests of the dominant 
groups in a society. In fact, the ambivalent relationship between the state 
and major groups in the national political economy was an equally im- 
portant factor behind the antebellum weakness of American nationalism. 
For decades prior to the Civil War, the national government had been 
dominated by the political agents of plantation slavery. As the dominant 
group, these representatives of the slave South had been able to fend off 
the development schemes of the industrializing Northeast and agrarian 
West but had been unable to impose their own program upon the rest 
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of the nation. Their lack of success and the impending loss of national 
power made these Southerners separatists, not nationalists. On the other 
hand, Lincoln’s election heralded the ascension to power of a broad 
alliance of northern industrial capital, labor, and land-owning farmers. 
As the alliance emerged as a contender for the dominant position in the 
national political economy, the Republican party became the vehicle for 
its political program. Enshrined in the party platform, the program 
of the northern alliance now loomed as the master plan for the po- 
litical economy as a result of the 1860 election. Along with America’s 
isolation in the world system, the recent ascent of the alliance to domi- 
nance accounts for the hesitancy with which the North embraced a 
nationalist response to secession; a more reflexive nationalism would 
only develop after expectations of continued preeminence were support- 
ed by unfolding events.'** Anticipating that the alliance would subsequent- 
ly dominate the political economy, the social base of the Republican 
party became the social base for a sweeping program of central state 
repression. 


The Republican plan for the national political economy 


Four major candidates ran for president in 1860. Two of them, Stephen 
Douglas of Illinois and John Breckinridge of Kentucky, inherited the 
northern and southern wings of the Democratic party. Douglas repre- 
sented the Anti-Lecompton opponents of slavery and Buchanan’s policy 
in Kansas. Breckinridge was the nominee of Administration Democrats 
and was supported by presidential patronage. A third candidate, John 
Bell, was nominated by the Constitutional Union party, a new organi- 
zation created out of the Whiggish remnants of the American party just 
months before the election. The fourth candidate was Abraham Lincoln. 
The conventions nominating these candidates drafted very different plat- 
forms. Bell’s Constitutional Union party, for example, contended: 
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Experience has demonstrated that Platforms adopted by the partisan 
Conventions of the country have had the effect to mislead and deceive 
the people, and at the same time to widen the political divisions of 
the country, by the creation and encouragement of geographical and 
sectional parties.'? 


Having said this, the party recognized “no political principle other than 
The Constitution of the Country, The Union of the States and The En- 
forcement of the Laws.” This platform might be characterized as a na- 
tionalist. rebuff to separatism, except that the party did not say what 
should happen if constitutional principles could not be preserved. For 
many Southerners, federal protection of slavery in the territories was a 
constitutional obligation. To them, any violation by the Republican party 
of this constitutional “principle” would justify disunion. On this argu- 
ment and on all of the other major issues in the election, Bell’s party 
expressed no opinion. As a program for the national political economy, 
the platform of the Constitutional Union convention promised nothing 
more than political stalemate. While ostensibly neutral, such a program 
would ultimately yield advantage to the North because of that section’s 
much more robust expansion. 

A little less ambiguous was the National Democratic (Douglas) party 
platform. The party took no position on secession or on the disposition 
of the public lands. A plank tacitly supporting the Dred Scott decision 
was rejected by the convention, but nothing was adopted in its place. 
Blanket endorsement of the 1856 “Cincinnati” platform provided the 
only indication of party positions on the admission of Kansas, the tariff, 
and federal aid to internal development projects. 

The Breckinridge wing of the party also endorsed the “Cincinnati” 
platform (except the tacit endorsement of the free state admission of 
Kansas)."*° In other respects, the Breckinridge convention drafted a pos- 
itive, albeit southern program for the political economy — a policy of 
federal protection for slavery in the territories and annexation of foreign 
lands where slavery might reasonably be expected to take root (i.e., 
Cuba). No encouragement would be given to industrial growth or home- 
stead agriculture. This program promised to retard free-state expansion 
into the western territories, to decelerate capitalist expansion in the 
North, and to create new slave states in conquered lands bordering the 
Caribbean. A political economy shaped by such principles gave the best 


109. Greeley and Cleveland, eds., Political Textbook for 1860, p. 29. 

x10. For a summary of objections to the admission of Kansas posed by southern Dem- 
ocrats loyal to the administration, see the New York Times, April 2, 1860, and 
Congressional Globe 36:1:1662, April 11, 1860. 
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(but hardly sanguine) chance of maintaining a balance of power between 
free and slave states. 

The major difference between the Douglas and Breckinridge platforms 
was over slavery in the territories. The northern wing of the Democratic 
party would commit the federal government to a policy of neutrality 
under which the citizens residing in the territories would decide slavery’s 
status. In practice, “‘popular sovereignty” would have effectively banned 
slavery in all the western territories, including, ultimately, New Mexico. 
In all other respects, the Douglas and Breckinridge platforms were vir- 
tually identical. Even though Douglas himself held slaves, the two can- 
didates diverged much more sharply than did their respective platforms. 
When war broke out, Douglas gave strong support to the Lincoln admin- 
istration, including a mission to southern Illinois to gain that region’s 
backing for the Union."*' Breckinridge, on the other hand, left the Senate 
for a generalship in the southern army and ended the conflict as the 
Confederate secretary of war. The Bell, Breckinridge, and Douglas plat- 
forms all promised near term stalemate between free- and slave-state 
interests in the national political economy. None could have prevented 
such a stalemate from ultimately evolving into northern hegemony, but 
each committed the central state to active retardation of or neutrality 
toward northern expansion. 

The Republican program for the national political economy, on the 
other hand, threw the entire weight of the federal government behind 
the expansion of northern industry and homestead agriculture. Beginning, 
with a declaration that secession was treason, the party not only promised 
to prohibit slavery in the western territories but also favored homestead 
legislation that would actively promote free state settlement. Republican 
support for a protective tariff for industry and central state aid for internal 
development united eastern capitalism with western yeoman agriculture. 
As a program for northern economic expansion, the weakest link in the 
Republican platform concerned immigrants. Here the party promised 
opposition to new restrictions on immigration or citizenship by either 
the federal or state governments. Though the Douglas and Bréckinridge 
planks were comparatively more generous, the Republican position sat- 
isfied a large portion of the immigrant population.'** 

The central state’s role in the Republican program was primarily as 


rrr. Douglas owned slaves in his capacity as executor of his first wife’s estate and trustee 
for his sons’ inheritance. Craven, Coming of the Civil War, pp. 333-4; Johannsen, 
ed., The Letters of Stephen A. Douglas, pp. 509-11. 

112. George M. Stephenson, A History of American Immigration, 1820-1924 (New 
York: Russell and Russell, 1964), pp. 125-333 Foner, Free Labor, Free Soil, Free 
Men, pp. 226-60. 
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an umbrella for market-centered internal development and only second- 
arily as an active agent for capitalist expansion. The platform did not 
reveal any inclination to regulate investment or direct economic activity 
beyond the mild manipulations of land distribution, development of rivers 
and harbors, and a tariff on imports. Aside from prohibiting slavery in 
the territories (which merely hastened and ratified the inevitable), south- 
ern interests were not discriminated against except and insofar as those 
interests stood in the way of northern development. The platform broke 
the stalemate in the political economy in the North’s favor and projected 
a durable reign of northern hegemony, a hegemony within which South- 
erners feared that Republican radicals would mobilize the central state 
behind the abolition of slavery as well. 

In terms of central state authority, the Republican program was only 
marginally more statist than the Breckinridge platform. Both would com- 
mit the federal government on slavery in the territories: the Republicans 
behind a prohibition and Breckinridge in back of a federal slave code 
for the institution’s protection. If anything, the Breckinridge position 
promised a larger role for the central state because a slave code would 
have to be enforced against the wishes of a majority of the territorial 
population while the Republican prohibition was, for the most part, self- 
executing. For similar reasons, rigorous enforcement of the fugitive slave 
law (the Breckinridge position) was more statist than a vague promise 
to execute the laws (the Republican stance). Similarly, the disposition of 
the public domain, either to homestead settlers or through revenue- 
oriented public sale, was a weak policy in statist terms. Both alternatives 
withdrew public lands from federal control and entered them into the 
market economy where further development would largely be determined 
by private interests. It could be argued that the Republican program was 
marginally more statist in that the terms under which land transfer oc- 
curred encouraged the formation of a particular type of society (free- 
state yeoman agriculture). 

That policy, however, sacrificed another statist goal (the generation of 
revenue) that could have been maximized by the Breckinridge program.''’ 
In any case, Breckinridge’s party was more concerned with slowing the 
rate of western settlement, which general land sale, compared to free 
homestead grants, would have done. The acquisition of Cuba, a Breck- 
inridge proposal, would also have implied a larger central state than the 
Republican’s apparent endorsement of the status quo. Republican policies 
on internal development and the tariff, on the other hand, were inter- 


113. Land sales, however, constituted only a small fraction of total federal revenue, 10 
percent of total customs receipts between 1824 and 1855. Appendix to the Congres- 
sional Globe 36:1:346, May 4, 1860. 
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ventionist in nature. A protectionist tariff, in particular, was a state- 
enhancing policy peculiarly adapted to import-sensitive sectors of the 
economy. Because the South could not benefit from any tariff position 
other than unrestricted trade and because most internal development 
projects appeared to strengthen the position of northeastern commercial 
and manufacturing centers in the economy, the Breckinridge convention 
did not present a positive, state-centered alternative to these Republican 
planks. 

Even conceding the relatively similar statist content of the two pro- 
grams, however, the Republican platform promised to create a stronger 
central state in that only its program could break the stalemate in the 
national political economy and repress the centrifugal force of southern 
separatism. By comparison, the Breckinridge program committed the 
federal government to a promotion of slavery that could only delay, not 
prevent, the rise of northern economic and political dominance. The 
Breckinridge program could not have strengthened the central state be- 
cause it did not rest on a compelling political-economic base and because 
its implementation would have forced the most vital, dynamic elements 
of the national political economy to assume a hostile orientation toward 
the central state."'* 


Legislative evidence for the emergence 
of northern hegemony 


Much of the preceding interpretation of the political and economic con- 
text of the secession crisis has drawn upon secondary materials and has 
moved rapidly over events upon which entire books could and have been 
written. There is, however, one crucial element that the secondary lit- 
erature does not provide: empirical evidence of the close linkage of, on 
the one hand, support for the free labor—industrial capital program for 
the national political economy and, on the other, backing for a state- 


11g. Foner, Free Soil, Free Labor, Free Men, pp. 134-5. The most dynamic sectors of 
the national political economy were those associated with industrial expansion, the 
growing autonomy of the nation’s financial system from European influence, and 
rapid settlement of the western frontier. Each sector provided increasing support 
for a more powerful position for the United States both in the world economy and 
in the international system of independent states. Even though the plantation system 
was also expanding at a brisk pace, the interests of the cotton South were antithetical 
to these larger, northern sectors. Thus, while plantation production might have been 
the most dynamic element in an independent southern Confederacy, northern de- 
velopment required at least indifference toward, if not exploitation of, the cotton 
economy. And the future of the American state was tied to the development of the 
North if only because that section already encompassed a large majority of the 
nation’s wealth and population. 
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centered repression of southern separatism. The legislative voting patterns 
described in this section document, first, that the northern program for 
national development drew consistent support from almost all Repub- 
licans and large fractions of the much smaller minor parties of the North 
and, second, that this developmental coalition was also the major source 
of resistance to southern secession. 

These voting patterns also demonstrate that impending passage of the 
northern program was, along with the Republican party’s hostility to 
slavery, a major factor in the South’s decision to secede — thus completing 
the connections between state-sponsored northern development, the an- 
tislavery position of northern political leaders, and northern suppression 
of secession. As the evidence suggests, the struggles over slavery, state 
sponsorship of northern economic expansion, and the subsequent mo- 
bilization of the North for war were all deeply embedded in the same 
contest for sectional supremacy in the national political economy. It 
would, therefore, be incorrect to distinguish, as many scholars have done, 
Republican antislavery proposals (as derived from moralistic ideological 
principles) and the suppression of secession (as nationalist support “for 
the Union”) from the impending passage of the northern developmental 
program. Each element was but a different facet in a much broader and 
more fundamental shift in the locus of power within the national political 
economy. 

Every Republican proposal for the development of the northern econ- 
omy was deliberated in the House of Representatives during 1860. Sev- 
eral, such as the homestead bill and tariff legislation, actually passed the 
chamber before the Republican national convention met in Chicago on 
May 16. Taken together, the voting patterns on these proposals illustrate 
the close, interlocking interests of the northern alliance and the deep 
penetration the Republican program made into the demoralized ranks 
of the other organized parties (Tables 2.3—2.5). The first of these votes 
occurred on Representative Justin Morrill’s bill to use revenue from the 
sale of public lands to establish agricultural (“land-grant”) colleges in 
each of the states. Similar legislation had passed the House and Senate 
during the Thirty-fifth Congress only to be vetoed by Buchanan. This 
time Morrill’s bill survived a tabling motion (see Table 2.3) but, after a 
postponement, was not reconsidered, presumably because another veto 
could not be overridden. After the South left the Union, agricultural 
college legislation easily moved through Congress and became law in 
1862."'* Though the proposal was not formally a part of the Republican 
115. Paul W. Gates, Agriculture and the Civil War (New York: Knopf, 1965), pp. 261— 


4. Gates attributed southern opposition to Morrill’s bill to a regional reluctance to 
educate ‘‘at public expense the people who actually farmed.” His interpretation is 


Table 2.3. Congressional support for internal development in the Thirty-sixth Congress 


Legislative proposal 


Agricultural Steamboat Rivers and Pacific 
colleges Homestead Tariff passenger bill harbors railroad 
‘Membership category (March 7, 1860) (March 12, 1860) (May 11, 1860) (May 18, 1860) (June 20, 1860) (Dec. 20, 1860) 


jeene ‘asn yo suuiay 2103 abpuquie) 


ajey Ausaf ‘2102 /6,0'969uq wer maw;:sdny Wo4y papeojumoa 


Hf Party 

Zz Republicans 94.1% (85) 100.0% (85) 96.6% (89) 73-3% (75) 96.7% (91) 77.8% (81) 
z Anti-Lecompton Democrats 66.7 (9) 100.0 (10) 625 (8) 778 (9) 3333) 14.3 (7) 
g Americans 90.5 (21) 10.0 (20) 76.9 (13) 38.1 (21) 73:7 (19) 45-0 (20) 

2 Administration Democrats 1.6 (63) 27.3 (66) 5.2 (58) 32.7 (55) 3.8 (53) 35.6 (59) 

3 

gz Manufacturing 

3 Over $80.00 70.0% (20) 100.0% (24) 90.9% (22) 72.7% (22) 91.3% (23) 91.3% (23) 
BF yy $2010 79.99 ont (45) 88.1 (42) 94.1 (51) 69.8 (43) 87.5 (48) 67.5 (40) 
ge © $10 to 19.99 56.2 (48) 79-6 (49) 63.2 (38) 60.5 (38) 70.3 (37) 61.0 (41) 
Se $ oto 9.99 36.9 (65) 22.7 (66) zrr (57) 33:3 (57) 27.6 (58) 33.3 (63) 
22 Immigrants 

z2 Over 20% 71.8% (39) 90.0% (40) 89.2% (37) 75.0% (36) 92.9% (42) 76.9% (37) 
Ba 5.0 to 19.9% 70.5 (78) 87.0 (77) 72.7 (77) 64.7 (68) 75:8 (66) 68.9 (74) 
Pad Under 5.0% 37-7 (61) 18.8 (64) 27.8 (54) 30.4 (56) 27.6 (58) 24.1 (54) 
as Status of slavery 

2F Free state 80.7% (109) 99.1% (115) 86.5% (141) 72.0% (100) 87.7% (106) 745% (106) 
ge Slave state 26.1 (69) 15 (66) 14.0 (57) 26.7 (60) 20.0 (60) 24.6 (61) 
gs Sectional stress 65.3 80.3 78.1 56.9 68.9 53-4 

28 Source: Analysis of roll call data. Manufacturing categories are based on value-added per capita data for congressional districts calculated from the 
ge 1860 Census. Immigrant categories ate calculated from data on the percentage of the congressional district white population classified as foreign born 
33 in the 1860 Census. Sectional stress scores measure the regional polarization of voting alignments on the roll call (see Richard F. Bensel, Sectionalism 
33 and American Political Development, 1880-1980, pp. 443-9). 
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Table 2.4. Slave-state support for internal development in the Thirty-sixth Congress 


Legislative proposal 


Agricultural Steamboat Rivers and Pacific 
Membership category colleges Homestead Tariff passenger bill harbors railroad 

Party 

Americans 89.5% (19) 0.0% (18) 70.0% (10) 42.1% (19) 70.6% (17) 38.9% (18) 

Administration Democrats 2.0 (50) ar (48) bt (47) 19.5 (41) 0.0 (43) 18.6 (43) 

Manufacturing 

$20 to $79.99 60.0% (5) 0.0% (5) 50.0% (4) 66.7% (6) 66.7% (6) 50.0% (6) 

$10 to $19.99 16.7 (12) 0.0 (9) 25.0 (8) 50.0 (10) 28.6 (7) 143 (7) 

$ oto$ 9.99 25.0 (52) Lg (52) 8.9 (45) 15-9 (44) 12.8 (47) 22.9 (48) 

Immigrants 

Over 20% 50.0% (6) 0.0% (4) 33.3% (3) 60.0% (5) 80.0% (5) 50.0% (4) 

5.0% to 19.9% 77 (13) on (11) 18.2 (11) 55.6 (9) m5 (8) 46.2 (13) 

Under 5.0% 28.0 (50) 0.0 (51) 11.6 (43) 17-4 (46) 14.9 (47) 15.9 (44) 

Slavery 

50.0% and over 0.0% (16) 0.0% (14) 0.0% (12) 27.3% (11) 0.0% (12) 0.0% (10) 

25.0% to 49.9% 27.3 (22) 0.0 (25) 8.7 (23) 20.8 (24) 13.0 (23) zn7 (23) 
0% to 24.9% 38.7 (31) 3.7 (27) 27.3. (22) 32.0 (25) 36.0 (25) 35.7 (28) 


Source: Analysis of roll call data, Manufacturing categories are based on value-added per capita data for congressional districts calculated from the 
1860 Census. Immigrant categories are calculated from data on the percentage of the congressional district white population classified as foreign born 


in the 1860 Census. 


Table 2.5. Free-state support for internal development in the Thirty-sixth Congress 
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Legislative proposal 


= ‘Agricultural Steamboat Rivers and Pacific 
2 Membership category colleges Homestead Tariff passenger bill harbors railroad 
= Party 
: Republicans 94.1% (85) 100.0% (85) 96.6% (89) 73.3% (75) 96.7% (91) 77.8% (81) 
3 Anti-Lecompton Democrats 66.7 (9) 100.0 (10) 62.5 (8) 77:8 (9) 33-3 (3) 14.3 (7) 
e Americans 100.0 (2) 00.0 (2) 100.0 (3) 0.0 (2) 100.0 (2) 100.0 (2) 
ES Administration Democrats 0.0 (13) 94-4 (18) 22.2 (11) 71-4 (14) 20.0 (10) 81.2 (16) 
Ni Manufacturing 
© Over $80 70.0% (20) 100.0% (24) 90.9% (22) 72.7% (22) 91.3% (23) 91.3% (23) 
z $20 to $79.99 95.0 (40) 100.0 (37) 97-9 (47) 79.3 (37) 90.5 (42) 70.6 (34) 
2 $10 to $19.99 69.4 (36) 97-5 (40) 73-3 (30) 64.3, (28) 80.0 (30) 70.6 (34) 
z $ oto$ 9.99 84.6 (13) 100.0 (14) 66.7 (12) 92.3 (13) 90.9 (11) 66.7 (15) 
g Immigrants 
g 20.0% and over 75.8% (33) 100.0% (36) 94-1% (34) 77-4% (31) 94.6% (37) 80.0% (35) 
a 5.0% to 19.9% 83.1 (65) 100.0 (66) 81.8 (66) 66.1 (59) 84.5 (58) 73.8 (61) 
3 0% to 4.9% 81.8 (rr) 92.3 (13) 90.9 (11) 90.0 (10) 81.8 (11) 60.0 (10) 


Source: Analysis of roll call data. Manufacturing categories are based on value-added per capita data for congressional districts calculated from the 
1860 Census. Immigrant categories are calculated from data on the percentage of the congressional district white population classified as foreign born 
in the 1860 Census. 
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platform, the Morrill bill was an integral part of the party’s develop- 
mental policy. 

Five days after the chamber turned back the tabling motion on agri- 
cultural college legislation, the House of Representatives passed the 
homestead bill (see Table 2.3). This proposal, more sweeping than the 
version finally sent to the White House, would have granted free home- 
steads of 160 acres to any man over twenty-one.''* In the upper chamber, 
Senator James Mason accused the North of intending to use the home- 
stead bill to assure itself “command and control of the destinies of the 
continent. . . . It is part of this ‘measure of empire’ to connect, as belonging 
indissolubly to it, the whole slavery question with the homestead policy 
...a political engine and a potent one” for an attack on the very existence 
of the South.''” Here too, enactment finally came only after the South 
had seceded and Lincoln assumed the presidency. 

Along with the homestead bill, the tariff was the centerpiece of the 
Republican program and an upward revision of duties, particularly on 
iron, passed the House of Representatives on May 11, 1860 (see Table 
2.3). The New York Times termed Section 7, the iron schedule, “devoted 
to the peculiar interests of Pennsylvania iron and coal... its conception 
required the continuous sitting for days of several leading gentlemen of 
Pennsylvania, in and out of Congress. Of course it suits them. Would it 
be fair to say that this portion of the bill is drawn as a special appeal to 
the people of that State in behalf of the nominee of the Chicago Con- 
vention? It is certainly true.”''* One of these Pennsylvania “iron” men 
outlined to the House chamber the developmental theory that lay behind 
the tariff: 


Every enlightened nation, whatever homage it may have paid in 
documents to the theory of free trade has pursued a widely different 
policy, and relaxed the protective system only when domestic man- 
ufacturers have been firmly rooted... . Free trade may .. . be consid- 
ered as the object to which society is tending; but protection must 


probably too narrow; the South, at this point, opposed every measure that promised 
to strengthen the federal government except those favoring slavery. 

116. For the text of the final version of the homestead bill vetoed by Buchanan, see 
Greeley and Cleveland, eds., Political Textbook for 1860, pp. 188-93. For a history 
of the South’s opposition to homestead legislation, see Roy M. Robbins, Our Landed 
Heritage: The Public Domain, 1776-19 36 (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 
1962), pp. 169-82; Benjamin Horace Hibbard, A History of the Public Land Policies 
(Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1965), pp. 371-85. 

117. Quoted in James T. DuBois and Gertrude S. Mathews, Galusha A. Grow: Father 
of the Homes‘ead Law (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1917), pp. 212-13. Mason’s 
fear, of c~urse, was that rapid settlement of the West by free homesteaders would 
so strengthen abolitionist sentiment as to doom slavery. 

118. March 28, 1860. 
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be the means of arriving at it. Suppose free trade is established in a 
new and poor country: what will that country produce? I do not 
deny bur that it can develop some favored industry by a natural 
privileged situation; but foreign competition would stifle in their bud 
all those things which it requires in order to prosper — capital, skillful 
workmen, experienced overseers, easy communication, and a good 
market; in fact, all the conditions which time alone can give. A 
transition, consequently, is indispensable; and to preach free trade 
to a country which does not enjoy all these advantages, is nearly as 
equitable as to propose that a child contend with a grown man.'"? 


Sent on to the Senate, the Democratic majority in that chamber blocked 
passage until southern secession produced a bare protectionist majority. 
Buchanan, himself a Pennsylvanian, signed the bill. 

Of all the major developmental measures facing the Thirty-sixth Con- 
gress, the most anomalous was the steamboat passenger bill. Introduced 
by Republican Elihu Washburne of Chicago, the legislation strengthened 
regulatory standards and punitive levies on steamboat masters and own- 
ers to ensure proper operation and maintanence of the vessels.'*° Though 
the measure enjoyed the backing of the Buchanan administration and 
only expanded an ongoing federal policy, Southerners contended that the 
bill was an “unconstitutional” infringement upon the rights of the 
states.'*' The steamboat passenger bill was unique among antebellum 
measures in that it contemplated the regulation of economic activity 
without intending either to prohibit that activity altogether (as by banning 
slavery in the territories) or encourage economic expansion (as by tariff 
protection). 

During the First Session of the Thirty-sixth Congress, members of the 
House of Representatives introduced forty different bills proposing river 
and harbor improvements. Three-quarters of these proposed federal de- 
velopment of waterways in the Northeast and Midwest. Five were in- 
troduced by members from border slave states, and only five more 
suggested projects in the deep South (these were to be located in four 
western states: Arkansas, Louisiana, Tennessee, and Texas). Many were 


119. Representative James Campbell, Congressional Globe 36:1:1845, 1847, April 24, 
1860. For data on trade patterns and customs receipts, see 36:1:1834-6, 1946-50, 
April 23 and May 7, 1860. For Seward’s views on the tariff, see Bancroft, Life of 
William H. Seward, pp. 46-51. 

120. New York Times, April 7 and May 3, 1860. The Times endorsed the bill. For a 
brief description of antebellum regulation of steamboat operation, see D. S. Han- 
chett, “Government Aid and Commercial Policy,” in Emory R. Johnson, T. W. Van 
Metre, G. G. Huebner, and D. S. Hanchete, History of Domestic and Foreign 
Commerce of the United States, vol. 2 (Washington, D.C.: Carnegie Institute, 1915), 
pp. 261-2. 

121. Congressional Globe 36:1:2126, May 16, 1860. For the text of the bill, see 
36:1:2177-9. 
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contained in an omnibus bill reported out of the Commerce Committee, 
brought to the floor, and defeated under a motion to suspend the rules 
(requiring a two-thirds majority) on June 20, 1860.'** Like the Morrill 
agricultural college bill, this rivers and harbors proposal faced a certain 
veto from the White House and Republicans did not pursue the measure 
beyond the creation of a public record.*** 

The Douglas, Breckinridge, and Republican conventions all endorsed 
federal aid for the construction of a railroad connecting the Pacific coast 
with the eastern railroad network. Few opposed a Pacific railroad in 
theory — in part because California and Oregon made this project their 
highest political priority and these states often determined the balance 
of power between free- and slave-state forces. When specific route pro- 
posals were suggested, however, rotating majorities frustrated the de- 
velopment of a compromise agreement. In Robert Russel’s words: 


The greatest obstacle in the way of Pacific railway legislation lay in 
the inability to agree upon a route or routes. If a bill were framed 
for a central route the advocates of northern and southern routes 
would unite with the small, compact minority altogether opposed to 
government aid and defeat it. If the bill provided for two roads, or 
for three roads, or for one main trunk with several branches to take 
care of the chief contenders of the terminus, the votes gained by such 
log-rolling processes were always offset by votes lost on the ground 
that the project was too costly for the country to bear. 


Nothing changed the shape of this struggle until the secession of the 
South left the choice of a route up to the North alone.'* 

The Speaker appointed a select committee on the Pacific railroad on 
March 9, 1860, and that panel considered the route problem for the next 
eight months. From the very beginning, a “‘central route” from the west- 
ern border of lowa or Missouri to San Francisco drew the most attention 
and, as the committee deliberated, advocates developed a wide range of 
arguments for its support. These supporting arguments included a claim 
that construction of a railroad through the Salt Lake region would help 
discourage polygamy among the Mormon settlers (by exposing the com- 
munity to national values), would provide an overland route to the East 
for the gold mining center at Pike’s Peak and the silver lodes in Nevada, 
would follow the “time-tested” trails of western emigrants, and would 


122. Congressional Globe, 36:1:3195-6. 

123. Nevins, Emergence of Lincoln, vol. 2, pp. 194-5- 

124. “The Pacific Railway Issue in Politics prior to the Civil War,” Mississippi Valley 
Historical Review 12 (September 1925): 198. See also Robert R. Russel, Critical 
Studies in Antebellum Sectionalism: Essays in American Political and Economic 
History (Westport, Conn.: Greenwood, 1972), pp- 127-44. 
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be the most militarily secure of all alternatives.'** Just before the bill 
reached the floor, the committee added a southern route because, as the 
New York Times noted, “Texas, Louisiana and Arkansas are now wav- 
ering in their allegiance to the Union. They are calculating its value; their 
people will not fail to perceive that their only hope of a connection with 
the Pacific is dependent on the preservation of the Union.’””'** Earlier in 
the session, Andrew Hamilton of Texas had openly threatened disunion 
if the Pacific railroad bill only provided a central route.’*” After addition 
of a southern route, southern congressmen supported the bill and the 
legislation passed the House on December 20, 1860 — the same day South 
Carolina seceded from the Union. 

Five of these six developmental measures received more support from 
Republican members than from any other party in the House (see Table 
2.3). The one exception, the steamboat passenger bill, involved federal 
regulation of private economic activity, but even here legislation would 
not have passed the House without strong Republican backing. The 
relatively weak Republican support for the Pacific railroad was the result 
of disenchantment among members favoring a northern route to Puget 
Sound and others opposed to southern concessions. Whiggish American 
party members supported agricultural colleges, the tariff, and rivers and 
harbors appropriations. The small band of Anti-Lecompton Democrats 
opposed only rivers and harbors and railroad legislation. Democrats loyal 
to the Buchanan administration, on the other hand, opposed every de- 
velopmental measure by a large margin. 

Reflecting the strong manufacturing base in the Northeast and the 
prodevelopment orientation of industrial capitalism, the voting patterns 
revealed a strong relationship between per capita value-added in man- 
ufacturing and support for development. This relationship was most 
evident in voting on the twin pillars of the Republican program for the 
national political economy: the homestead and tariff bills. The connection 
between districts with large foreign-born populations and development 
followed a very similar pattern, largely because immigrants chose to settle 
in the North in overwhelming numbers. In most cases, the dichotomy 
between free states and slave states produced more stark divisions over 
development than either manufacturing or immigrant classifications. Sec- 
tional stress scores calculated from the behavior of trade area delegations 


125. For the membership of the committee, see Congressional Globe 36:1:1086. The 
New York Times closely followed the committee’s deliberations: April 4, 6, 7, 95 
17, 26; June 5, 12; November 16; December 3, 7, 1860. 

126. December 21, 1860. 

127. Congressional Globe 36:1:2446-7, May 29, 1860. For other debate, see 36:1:23 30— 
31 2440, 2442, May 24 and 29, 1860. 
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— some of which transcended boundaries between free states and slave 
states, closely tracked free- versus slave-state patterns but also reflected 
internal divisions within delegations that spanned the North-South 
line."** 

When slave-state members are considered alone, the relationship be- 
tween support for internal development proposals and manufacturing or 
foreign born population is weaker but persists (see Table 2.4). The di- 
vision over internal development between American party members and 
Administration Democrats, on the other hand, widens when Southerners 
are considered alone. Only on the homestead bill, where one Adminis- 
tration Democrat from St. Joseph, Missouri, strayed from the southern 
fold, did Buchanan Democrats give more support to internal development 
than American party members. Many of the prodevelopment Americans 
represented relatively industrialized districts containing comparatively 
large immigrant populations, primarily in the states of Kentucky and 
Maryland. As would be expected, a positive relationship between support 
for internal development and these characteristics of capitalist market 
expansion (manufacturing and foreign born population) also produced 
a significant negative connection between slaveholding and the Repub- 
lican program for the national political economy. No congressman rep- 
resenting a district in which more than half of the population was 
composed of slaves voted for anything other than the steamboat passenger 
bill. Southerners from districts less than a quarter slave, on the other 
hand, cast over a fourth of their votes for every measure except the 
homestead bill. The evident Republican seduction of American party 
members from more industrial, less plantation-oriented districts under- 
lined the dismal prospects for slavery’s future in the border states and 
the contracting political base of the plantation economy in the nation as 
a whole. 

In the North, the Republican program drew such wide support as to 
overwhelm any relationship between manufacturing or immigrant pop- 
ulations and support for internal development (see Table 2.5). For 
example, two-thirds of the members representing districts with a per 


128. Sectional stress scores were derived from the voting behavior of “trade area” del- 
gations in the House of Representatives. Trade areas are the terriorial units con- 
taining the nation’s leading urban centers and their respective tributary hinterlands. 
In 1860 the leading urban centers were defined as those with 8,000 population or 
more. To qualify, the city also had to have been seventy-five or more miles by rail 
from any larger center. The application of these criteria yielded a total of forty- 
seven trade areas. For a more complete methodological description, comparable 
trade area boundaries in 1880 and 1890, and an explanation of the sectional stress. 
index, see Richard Franklin Bensel, Sectionalism and American Political Develop- 
ment, 1880-1980 (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1984), pp. 415-50. 
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capita value-added in manufacturing under ten dollars voted for the tariff 
while all members from districts over eighty dollars voted for the home- 
stead bill. The closely interlocking interests of the yeoman agriculture— 
industrial capital alliance within the Republican party persuaded sizable 
fractions — even majorities — of the other party fragments on every mea- 
sure. Even as support for the Republican program was spilling over into 
the northern border regions of the slave economy, Republican initiatives 
drew significant backing from nonmanufacturing regions on the southern 
border of the free states (often represented by Douglas or Administration 
Democrats) and in New York City with its large immigrant population 
and close economic ties to the South. Nineteen of 147 northern con- 
gressmen, all Republicans, voted for all six development measures. 


Internal development and repression 
of southern separatism 


Between the secession of South Carolina and the inauguration of Lincoln, 
Congress considered many responses to the withdrawal of southern states 
from the union. Most of these proposals were either concerned with the 
military capacity of the federal government or the direct exercise of 
federal authority in the South and contemplated coercive reintegration 
of the South into the Union. While Republicans and Southerners used 
these resolutions and bills to indicate their respective positions, neither 
proponents nor opponents of coercion made a sustained effort to enact 
legislation."*? Still, the voting patterns represent congressional sentiment 
on a possible coercive response to secession and reveal important differ- 
ences between party and regional groupings that can be connected to 
support for the Republican program for internal development. The first 
resolution was proposed by Roger Pryor of Virginia on December 31, 
1860, and stated that ‘any attempt to preserve the Union between the 
States of this Confederacy by force would be impracticable, and destruc- 
tive of republican liberty.’”"*° After a brief and one-sided discussion in 
which southern members attempted, unsuccessfully, to engage Republi- 
cans in a debate over federal coercion, Pryor’s resolution was tabled (98 
to 55). 

In order to better guarantee the security of Washington, the Repub- 
licans subsequently brought legislation to the floor of the House that 
would have imposed a loyalty oath on the militia of the District of 
Columbia. One Virginia Democrat, Daniel de Jarnett, contended the bill 


129. Potter, Lincoln and His Party, pp. 273-4. 
130. Congressional Globe 36:2:220. 
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“foists into the service of the United States an army of six thousand men 
to constitute a Praetorian guard to overawe the South” while another, 
Muscoe Garnett, viewed it as a step toward “military dictatorship.” This 
measure passed by a comfortable margin (120 to 42).'*' 

On February 14, 1861, the issue of troops in the District of Columbia 
came up again when Lawrence Branch of North Carolina offered a res- 
olution claiming “that the quartering of troops of the regular Army in 
this District and around the Capitol, when not necessary for their pro- 
tection from a hostile enemy, and during the session of Congress, is 
impolite and offensive, and, if permitted, may be destructive of civil 
liberty; and in the opinion of this House, the regular troops now in this 
city ought to be forthwith removed therefrom.”*** Once more Southern- 
ers argued that stationing loyal troops in the capital strongly implied that 
Northerners contemplated coercion of the seceding states. By now, how- 
ever, the Confederate Congress had convened in Montgomery, Alabama, 
and the withdrawal of southern congressmen from Washington had deci- 
mated antirepression ranks. Only thirty-five members voted against a 
Republican motion to table Branch’s resolution. 

On the same day that Jefferson Davis took the oath of office as president 
of the Confederate States of America, Benjamin Stanton of Ohio brought 
legislation to the floor that extended federal authority to call up the militia 
in “case of insurrections against the authority of the United States.” 
Arguing that the extension was “the most harmless thing in the world,” 
Stanton claimed that the bill “merely supplies an accidental omission” 
in the original enabling act of 1795."** This proposal obviously contem- 
plated active coercion of the South and drew more opposition, 68 votes, 
than the more-or-less defensive measures involving the capital. 

Just days before Lincoln assumed office, the House of Representatives 
took up two additional coercive measures. Considered almost consecu- 
tively, the first provided emergency authority for the erection of alter- 
native sites for collecting duties in the southern states and proposed that 
federal authority be enforced even if it meant offshore collection from 
naval vessels. Considered under suspension of the rules — a parliamentary 
motion which required a two-thirds vote for passage, the bill lost when 
only a simple majority of the members backed the proposal (103 to 62). 
A subsequent measure, brought before the House by Henry Dawes of 


131. Congressional Globe 36:2:606, January 29, 1861. 

132. Congressional Globe 36:2:917. 

133. Congressional Globe 36:2:1001, February 18, 1861. Also see Potter, Lincoln and 
His Party, pp. 274-7; Nichols, Disruption of American Democracy, pp. 478-93 
Anonymous, Mr. Buchanan's Administration on the Eve of the Rebellion (New 
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Massachusetts, sought to censure the secretary of the navy for “accepting 
without delay or inquiry the resignations of officers of the Navy who 
were in arms against the Government when tendering the same.”’*** Con- 
demning the secretary’s actions as “highly prejudicial to the discipline of 
the service and injurious to the honor and efficiency of the Navy,” the 
resolution survived a tabling motion (57 to 96) and moved the govern- 
ment slightly closer to a punitive definition of disloyal acts by federal 
officers. 

Of those voting on these proposals, only one northern congressman, 
Democrat William English of southern Indiana, consistently opposed 
coercion. English, who was Buchanan’s legislative spokesman during the 
struggle over Kansas in the Thirty-fifth Congress, voted against three 
measures and supported none. Only two Southerners, Green Adams of 
eastern Kentucky and Henry Winter Davis of Baltimore, consistently 
backed coercion. Davis, who was the only slave-state congressman to 
vote for Speaker Pennington, voted for four coercive measures while 
opposing none. Adams supported three proposals and abstained on the 
other three. Overall support for coercion was concentrated in the north- 
ern portions of the free states (see Map 2.3). Southern Ohio and Illinois 
produced the greatest number of northern votes against coercion. In the 
South, members from Tennessee and Kentucky cast most of the slave- 
state votes for an aggressive federal response to secession. The deep South 
left the Union before members from those states could create a record 
on coercion. Only one member from the deep South, Joshua Hill of 
Georgia, ever cast a vote for federal repression. 

For slave-state members, support for internal development legislation 
early in the Thirty-sixth Congress was closely related to backing for an 
aggressive federal policy toward secession during the months preceeding, 
Lincoln’s inauguration (see Table 2.6 — the homestead bill is not included 
because only one Southerner voted for it). Support for the tariff and rivers 
and harbors appropriations, closely followed by agricultural college leg- 
islation, were the best predictors of union sentiment later in the term. 
Aside from the February 14 resolution on the quartering of troops in 
Washington, no slave-state member who voted against the tariff ever 
voted for federal coercion of the South. Though a close connection ob- 
tained between allegiance to the American party, the tariff, and federal 
coercion of the South, support for the tariff was a better predictor of 
union sentiment among southern congressmen than membership in the 
American party. 


134. Congressional Globe 36:2:1422-3, March 2, 1861. For a description of the customs 
duties bill, see Appendix to the Congressional Globe 36:2:70, January 18, 1861. 
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Map 2.3 Support for coercive resistance to secession, December 20, 1860 to March 4, 1861. Source: Analysis of roll call data. For description of the 
six bills and resolutions, see Table 2.5 and text. 


Table 2.6. Relationship between slave-state support for internal development and opposition to secession 


Response to secession* 
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*Percentage of representatives voting for or against specific development measures who also supported a coercive response to secession on indicated 
measures. 
Source: Analysis of roll call data. 
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Representatives voting for Coercive Militia Troops in Call up Collection Censure 
internal development resistance oath DC. militia of duties secretary 
% proposals (Dec. 31, 1860) (Jan. 28, 1861) (Feb. 14, 1861) (Feb. 18, 1861) | (March 2, 1861) (March 2, 1861) 
q Tariff 
i For: 80.0% (5) 87.5% (8) 87.5% (8) 16.7% (6) 0.0% (6) 33.3% (3) 
g Against: 0.0 (29) 0.0 (20) 5.9 (17) 0.0 (23) oo (19) 0.0 (20) 
z Agricultural colleges 
a For: 81.8% (11) 66.7% (18) 80.0% (15) 5.9% (17) 0.0% (16) 111% (9) 
5 Against: 97 (3t) 2.0 (20) 5.3 (19) 0.0 (23) 2.0 (20) 0 (22) 
ss Steamboat passenger bill 
ae For: 50.0% (10) 45-5% (11) 50.0% (10) 11.1% (9) 0.0% (7) 16.7% (6) 
a2 Against: 18.5 (27) 23.8 (21) 22.7 (22) 0 (27) 0.0 (22) 0.0 (20) 
Zi Rivers and harbors 
$3 For: 83.3% (6) 90.9% (11) 90.0% (10) 9.1% (11) 0.0% (9) 33.3% (3) 
28 Against: 14-3 (28) 5.0 (20) 10.5 (19) 0.0 (22) 0.0 (21) 0.0 (21) 
Se Pacific railroad 
z For: 36.4% (11) 50.0% (12) 405% (11) 0.0% (13) 0.0% (11) 0.0% (9) 
8 Against: 19.4 G1) 16.0 (25) 22.7 (22) 0 (24) 0.0 (24) 0 (21) 
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In the North, congressional support for an aggressive response to seces- 
sion was very broad and deep, but even here the relationship between 
internal development and union sentiment was strong (see Table 2.7). 
Again positions on the tariff, rivers and harbors, and the Pacific railroad 
are the best predictors of subsequent attitudes on coercion. More than 
90 percent of congressmen supporting these internal development bills 
backed each proposal for repression; the one exception arose when only 
89.9 percent of those who had previously supported agricultural colleges 
later voted to table the December 31 resolution opposing coercion. Op- 
ponents of internal development never matched the enthusiasm with 
which supporters embraced repression and, in fact, cast more than half 
their votes against coercion on the last three unionist initiatives. 

These patterns outline the close connection between the Republican 
program for the national political economy and nationalist resistance to 
secession in the House of Representatives. Though mediated to some 
extent by party organizations, congressional support for both internal 
development and an aggressive federal response to secession tied advan- 
tage in the national political economy (the ability to impose favorable 
policies) to nationalist unionism. The flip side of that connection, of 
course, is that the bitterest opponents of the Republican program were 
secessionists; they had become nationalists within an alternative political 
system. 

Northern nationalism was built on the tariff-homestead axis within 
the Republican party. The party’s firm commitment to the tariff was 
evident in the intense bargaining for the speakership of the House and 
in the broad consensus within party ranks on passage. Though Repub- 
licans had their eye on Pennsylvania and New Jersey votes in the 1860 
presidential election when constructing the tariff plank in the Chicago 
platform, the commitment of the party cannot be called “tentative.”"** 
The process by which homestead yeoman agriculture, abolition of slavery, 
and industrial protection came together within the Republican program 
for the national political economy was paralleled by the development of 
an ideology that reconciled these demands in one coherent vision. The 
southern plantation economy was the major target of these trends. Noth- 
ing in the Republican program suggested any internal (to the party or, 
more broadly speaking, to the North) restraint on the expanding demands 


135. Eric Foner’s term, Free Soil, Free Labor, Free Men, pp. 175~6. Foner, however, later 
returns to a stronger theme, pp. 191-2. Also see Rhodes, History of the United 
States, vol. 2, pp. 478-80; James L. Huston, ‘‘A Political Response to Industrialism: 
The Republican Embrace of Protectionist Labor Doctrines,” Journal of American 
History 70 (June 1983): 35-57. 


Table 2.7. Relationship between free-state support for internal development and opposition to secession 


Response to secession* 
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Representatives voting for 


internal development Coercive Militia Troops in Call up Collection Censure 
i proposals resistance oath D.C. militia of duties secretary 
4 Tariff 
z For: 92.3% (65) 97-7% (88) 98.7% (78) 97.7% (88) 96.5% (85) 92.6% (81) 
2 Against: 60.0 (15) 80.0 (10) 88.9 (9) 30.8 (13) 35-7 (14) 23.1 (13) 
2 Agricultural colleges 
z For: 89.8% (59) 98.7% (78) 100.0% (75) 97-5% (80) 96.1% (77) 91.7% (72) 
Against: 58.8 (17) 76.5 (17) 61.5 (13) 38.9 (18) 42.9 (14) 37-5 (16) 
Steamboat passenger bill 
8 For: 88.1% (59) 90.0% (60) 95.2% (63) 81.8% (66) 84.5% (58) 78.3% (60) 
s Against: 61.5 (13) 91.3 (23) 91.7 (24) 80.8 (26) 79.2 (24) 77-8 (18) 
z Rivers and harbors 
g For: 91.2% (68) 97.4% (78) 97-5% (80) 96.4% (84) 94.0% (84) 92.5% (80) 
2 Against: 66.7 (6) 87.5 (8) 70.0 (10) 4-7 (12) 25.0 (8) 22.2 (9) 
é Pacific railroad 
2 For: 86.4% (59) 95.0% (60) 94.0% (67) 84.1% (69) 84.4% (64) 78.3% (60) 
Against: 73-7 (19) 91.3 (23) 95.2 (21) 75.0 (24) 81.8 (22) 79.2 (24) 


“Percentage of representatives voting for or against specific development measures who also supported a coercive response to secession on indicated 
measures. 
Source: Analysis of roll call data by author. 
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of settlers, abolitionists, or industrialists."*° Even if the South had entered 
the bidding for the support of one of these groups (which it refused to 
do), leaders of the slave-state forces could not have outbid northern 
competitors within the Republican umbrella organization. 


The American state in the secession crisis 


In 1860 the weak American state did not have the will or capacity to 
play a mediating role between the great free- and slave-state sections. 
Restricted to a very few functions such as the collection of customs duties 
and delivery of the mail, the federal government contained no statist- 
bureaucratic element that could prepare for the secession crisis. The best 
approximation to such a bureaucratic statism, able to rise above sectional 
particularism and to respond soley to the imperatives of state preserva- 
tion, should have been the American military. Here the most important 
unit was the United States Army, led for the last nineteen years by 
General-in-Chief Winfield Scott. But Scott, instead of taking steps that 
would have minimized the debilitating effects of southern resignations 
on the officer corps and seeking to maintain the neutrality of the military, 
urged that Buchanan’s secretary of war accept the separation of the South 
as an accomplished fact because, compared to “the laceration and des- 
potism of the sword,” a lesser evil would be to allow the fragments of 
“the great Republic to form themselves into new Confederacies.” This 
letter was written just before Lincoln’s election. On the day before Lin- 
coln’s inaugural, Scott wrote William Seward, the new secretary of state, 
that the best attitude for the administration to take toward secession 
should be to say “wayward sisters, depart in peace.”'*” 

Even so, Scott’s attitude toward secession was more statist than the 
near treasonable stances of cabinet officers within the Buchanan admin- 
istration. The secretary of war, John Floyd of Virginia, was viewed as 
so sympathetic to the South that the state of South Carolina asked him 
to deliver a shipment of “rifle muskets with sword bayonets” only eight 
days before the state was to secede from the Union. (The secretary replied 
that he had no authority to comply with the request.'**) On the day South 
Carolina seceded, Floyd ordered the delivery of 124 ten-inch Columbiad 


136. The best account of the growth of the Republican coalition is Foner’s Free Soil, Free 
Labor, Free Men, especially pp. 13, 28-9, 36-7, 133. 

137. Anonymous, Mr. Buchanan's Administration, pp. 99—101; Glover, Pre-Civil War 
Compromise Efforts, p. 30. 

138. William Porcher Miles, the congressman through whom South Carolina made the 
request, subsequently left for the state secession convention. New York Times, 
December 13, 1860. For southern attempts to repeal the law blocking the transfer 
of arms, sec December 20, 1860. 
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cannons to forts in Mississippi and Texas from the Alleghany Arsenal in 
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania. Only after public protests, threats of mob in- 
terdiction of the shipment, and congressional intervention did Buchanan 
countermand Floyd’s order.'*” On December 29, the Troy Arena reported 
that the secretary had ordered the Watervliet Arsenal to ship ten thousand 
muskets to Georgia and these guns had headed South on December 14."*? 
The activities of the secretary of war were only part of what the New 
York Times termed “uncontradicted” reports of a disunion plot within 
the cabinet.‘** Centered around the secretary of the treasury, Howell 
Cobb of Georgia, the reports led many — Stephen Douglas among them 
— to fear a southern conspiracy to take over the capital and occupy the 
government with the open connivance of the outgoing administration."** 

Even the highest levels of the military bureaucracy were compromised 
by disloyalty. On the day before Lincoln’s inauguration, General-in-Chief 
Winfield Scott held a conference in which he and his staff discussed 
security arrangements including the disposition of troops. That night, 
after drafting a record of the meeting and orders for the positioning of 
troops, Scott’s secretary resigned his commission and departed for the 
South carrying this sensitive information with him.'*’ President Buchanan 
himself believed both, on the one hand, that no state could secede and, 
on the other hand, that the federal government did not have the authority 
to use force to prevent disunion. Presiding over a squabbling cabinet of 
traitorous Southerners and bellicose Northerners, the president attempted 
only to prevent an outbreak of hostilities before the Lincoln administra- 
tion relieved him of further responsibility.'** While his attitude toward 
the central government was not disloyal, his leadership was nonetheless 
ambivalent and ineffective. 

Responsibility for the interests of the central government during this 
period fell primarily on Seward, Lincoln’s designated secretary of state, 
and the Republican leadership of the House of Representatives. Pitts- 


139. New York Times, December 25, 26, 27, 28, 1860; Wright, Secession Movement, 
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burgh’s congressman turned to the chairman of the House Committee 
on Military Affairs, for example, during the uproar over cannon ship- 
ments from the Alleghany Arsenal. But, even though the Republicans 
controlled the House and steadily gained influence in the Senate as south- 
ern senators resigned, neither chamber was capable of directing a bu- 
reaucratic counteroffensive to the secessionist campaign.'** Given the 
disarray within the highest political councils of the government, cen- 
tralized direction and coordination of federal installations throughout 
the nation rapidly deteriorated. Operations in these installations often, 
particularly in the South, began to take on a surreal character.'** 
During this period, Seward was a central figure around whom federal 
loyalists could rally. Though his apparently sincere efforts to reach a 
compromise were hamstrung by Lincoln’s refusal to yield on territorial 
questions, the New York senator presented a conciliatory attitude even 
as he gave expression to a comprehensive “‘statism.”'*? Dwelling on a 
vision of America’s potential greatness, preeminent influence in the world 
community of nations, and problems of national security, Seward could 
neither prevent the absorption of post offices and district courts into the 


145. On Republican gains in the Senate, see Rhodes, History of the United States, vol. 
2, p- 312, and the reorganization of committees reported in Congressional Globe 
36:2:536, January 24, 1861. Those Southerners who remained were often openly 
hostile to any effort to preserve the Union. During debate on a naval appropriations 
bill, for example, Roger Pryor of Virginia swore he would “sink” the navy “in the 
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36:2:346, January 12, 1861. 
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new Confederacy nor forge an effective response to this challenge to 
federal sovereignty. 

From the sidelines, president-elect Lincoln made his own views known 
in a letter to the editor of the New York Courier and Examiner: “I think 
we should hold the forts, or retake them, as the case may be, and collect 
the revenue. We shall have to forgo the use of the federal courts, and 
they that of the mails, for a while. We cannot fight them into holding 
courts, or receiving the mails. This is an outline of my view; and perhaps 
suggests sufficiently, the whole of it.”'** While apparently restrained, 
Lincoln’s recommendations would have meant the opening of civil war. 
By this time, federal officials could neither retake southern forts nor 
collect customs duties in South Carolina without the use of military force. 
In fact, even Republican nationalists did not want the outgoing admin- 
istration to undertake such aggressive ventures. Lincoln and his advisors 
sought only to stiffen the Buchanan administration’s response to secession 
so that central state authority didn’t dissolve altogether before inaugu- 
ration day, to ensure an orderly transfer of power to the new adminis- 
tration (at least in the capital and in the North), and to assure the border 
states of Republican solicitude for their interests during the crisis.'‘? 
When March 4 finally arrived, control of the central state was transferred 
from South to North, from slave state to free, and the federal government 
was infused with northern nationalism. 


Statism and breaking the deadlock in the national 
political economy 


If the statist program for the national political economy is defined solely 
as the maximization of central state authority (and not necessarily the 
promotion of dominant group interests), then the statist program for 
resolving conflict over slavery included: (1) regulation of slave impor- 
tation into the United States; (2) federal intervention in the territories; 
(3) striking down efforts by the individual states in the North to frustrate 
operation of the fugitive slave law; and (4) opposition to any compromise 
measure that limited central state authority (such as an unrepealable 
constitutional clause protecting slavery). The first two points in this pro- 
gram were neutral toward slavery; the central government could regulate 
slave importation by either prohibiting or encouraging the traffic and 
could intervene in the territories by banning, regulating, or protecting 
slavery. The third point would advantage slavery by ensuring unham- 


148. Dated December 29, 1860, and quoted in Stampp, Imperiled Union, pp. 169~70. 
149. Potter, Lincoln and His Party, p. 251. 
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pered federal execution of the fugitive slave law, while the last would 
operate against slavery by denying the institution any federal guarantee 
that came at the expense of central state authority.‘*? These four points 
described a general program that moved toward a comprehensive, state- 
centered regulation of slavery throughout the national political economy. 
Such a program would be unambiguously statist in that it would expand 
central state authority and create a state-centered position from which 
sectional competition might be managed. 

No major group in antebellum American society was interested in the 
entire program. The Republican party approached the statist ideal by 
proposing to prohibit slave importation (as was already done), to prohibit 
slavery in the territories, and to oppose most compromise measures that 
limited central state discretion. The Republican position on personal 
liberty laws was ambiguous but a majority of the party at least gave lip 
service to their repeal. Likewise, slave-state members could support reg- 
ulation of slave importation, a territorial slave code, and a prohibition 
of personal liberty laws. In view of their increasing isolation in American 
society, however, slave-state congressmen could not forgo constitutional 
guarantees. Douglas Democrats were comparatively hostile to the federal 
government, advocating “popular sovereignty” in the territories and pas- 
sage of almost every compromise measure proposed in either chamber. 
This conception of the central state’s role in internal development left 
the fate of the nation up to the fortunes of electoral politics in extremely 
small and isolated frontier communities. No theory of state development 
could easily accommodate such an abdication. 

Confronted with the existence of Mormon polygamy in the Territory 
of Utah, for example, Douglas Democrats were forced by their popular 
sovereignty position to assert that Congress had no right to override the 
territorial legislature (which had expressed the popular will by legiti- 
mating polygamy). Because this interpretation apparently committed 


150. On the operation of federal policy, see Stanley W. Campbell, The Slave Catchers: 
Enforcement of the Fugitive Slave Law, 1850-1860 (Chapel Hill: University of 
North Carolina Press, 1970). The Virginia legislature reported that every New 
England state, Pennsylvania, New York, New Jersey, Michigan, and Wisconsin 
prohibited public officials or citizens from aiding execution of the federal fugitive 
slave law. Five of these also denied the use of public buildings to any master secking 
to return a slave, seven provided legal defence to the fugitive, three declared the 
slave free if brought into the state by the master, and New Hampshire declared any 
slave free unconditionally. Congressional Globe 36:1:1828, April 23, 1860. On 
December 17, 1860, the House of Representatives approved a resolution condemn- 
ing personal liberty laws and recommending their repeal (153 to 14). For the most 
extreme proposed restriction of central government authority over slavery, see the 
constitutional amendment proposed by Emerson Etheridge of Tennessee. Congres- 
sional Globe 36:2:279, January 7, 1861. Also see a resolution passed February 11, 
1861, 36:2:857. 
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them to a defense of polygamy (a suicidal political position), the Douglas 
Democrats suggested that the territory be divided in half and that the 
two pieces be separately attached to Nevada and what later became 
Colorado. Settlers in the two territories could then change the popular 
will of the Mormon community (by outvoting Brigham Young’s follow- 
ers) and thus prohibit polygamy where the federal government could 
not.'** 

Slave-state congressmen also wanted to prohibit multiple wives, but 
their theory of the state was only slightly less convoluted. Some argued 
that Congress could not act at all because the federal government had 
no authority to enact and enforce criminal law in the territories. They 
noted that nothing in the Constitution provided such power.'** For them, 
the territories constituted a loophole unanticipated by that document. A 
few argued that their interpretation still allowed congressional protection 
for slavery in the territories because slavery was, in some sense, recognized 
by the Constitution (see below). 

Many more slave-state members contended that Congress had the 
power to prohibit polygamy because all the states in the Union did so 
and the federal government could act as the collective agent of the 
states.'*? Conversely, they maintained that Congress could not prohibit 
slavery because fifteen states supported the institution. In fact, Congress 
could enact a slave code because slaves-as-property were recognized by 
the Constitution and because all states must honor “contracts” executed 


151. Congressional Globe 36:1:1515, April 3, 1860. 

152. Congressional Globe 36:1:1410, March 28, 1860; Appendix to the Congressional 
Globe 36:1:195-8, April 4, 1860. 

153. Roger Pryor’s rendition of this slave state position is worth examining: “In the 
interest of slavery, I repudiate the suggestion that its rights in the Territories may 
be impaired by any legitimate act of Federal legislation. The authority of Congress 
over the Territories is exclusive, but not absolute, being restricted by the nature of 
its trust and the principles of the Constitution. The Territories are the common 
property of the States, and the power of Congress over them cannot be perverted 
to the partial advantage of any section. . its exclusion by Congress from the Federal 
territory would be in flagrant derogation of the rights of the South and the equitable 
spirit of the Constitution... But polygamy enjoys no such recognition and no such 
protection. It is not only unknown to the Constitution but is repugnant to every 
principle of republican government. It does not exist in any State; but, on the 
contrary, is prohibited by penal enactment, in every State of the Union. Hence | 
affirm that its suppression in the Territories by the direct agency of Congress would 
promote the established policy of the States... There is, then, no association, no 
alliance, no analogy between polygamy and slavery; and the prohibition of the one 
system by an exertion of Federal power in no way impairs the security of the other.”” 
Congressional Globe 36:1:1496, April 2, 1860. Emerson Etheridge called Pryor’s 
position “the late edition of the Democratic catechism, to wit: that every citizen 
who goes into the Territories carries with him the laws of his domicile ~ in other 
words, that every southern man who carries a slave into the Territories carries also 
with him the slave laws of the State whence he emigrates.” Ibid. 36:1:1498. 
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within any of the states, a position that found succor in the Dred Scott 
decision.** Though this position reconciled hostility to polygamy with 
the promotion of slavery without conceding to Congress a right to pro- 
hibit the latter (no mean accomplishment), the slave-state theory was 
fraught with difficulties. The existing states, for example, regulated eco- 
nomic and social activity in many more and diverse ways than slavery 
and marriage. Nothing in this theory specified how coherent territorial 
regulation could be developed, say on the establishment of banks, out 
of this diversity. 

The Gordian knot tied by the Douglas and slave-state Democrats was 
left to the nationalist Republicans. As early as 1856, the party platform 
had asserted “That the Constitution confers upon Congress sovereign 
power over the Territories of the United States for their government, and 
that in the exercise of the power it is both the right and duty of Congress 
to prohibit in the territories those twin relics of barbarism — polygamy 
and slavery.” The Republican solution to the territorial knot, unqualified 
national sovereignty, was integrated, in turn, with a program intended 
to reinforce northern hegemony.'** 

Because northern nationalists and southern separatists so completely 
divided the terrain of the antebellum political system, no purely statist 
program could develop the anemic apparatus of the federal government. 
The central government had no identity apart from that imparted by the 
sectional forces that occupied the seat of power. While a more developed 
state might have been able to turn a brokering position between hostile 
sectional alliances into an opportunity for bureaucratic expansion and 
insulation from electoral influence, in the actual case the first priority for 
those who wished to strengthen the central state had to be to break the 
deadlock between free labor and slavery interests by conferring hegemony 
upon one or the other. The rapid demographic and economic expansion 
of the North, as well as the party’s relatively statist program, heavily 
tilted the decision toward the Republicans. Compromise with the South 
could only have weakened, perhaps irretrievably, the authority and le- 


154. Appendix to the Congressional Globe 36:1:249, April 23, 1860. Over half of the 
pages in Grecley and Cleveland's Political Textbook for 1860 were devoted to 
summaries of the debate over extension of slavery into the territories (particularly 
Kansas). 

155. Douglas believed that the Republicans so aggressively pursued the territorial question 
because they actively desired southern secession in order to secure ‘‘a permanent 
Republican ascendancy in the Northern States.” Johannsen, ed., Letters of Stephen 
Douglas, pp. 504-5. All 108 voting Republicans supported a federal prohibition of 
polygamy; 18 of 21 American party members from the South and 6 of 7 Anti- 
Lecompton Democrats did so as well. Only 22 of 78 Administration Democrats 
supported the bill and almost all of these were Northerners. Congressional Globe 
36:1:1853, April 24, 1860. 
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gitimacy of the central government and retarded northern economic 
development. Without guarantees for slavery and even with them, Re- 
publican control of the central state doomed slavery to an early end.'** 

The most important barrier to expansion of the central state in the 
last antebellum years was southern separatism, not because the South 
was philosophically hostile to central state power (as the Confederate 
experience was to demonstrate), but because a successful defense of the 
interests of plantation slavery ensured continued stalemate over control 
of the national political economy. In an odd way, then, secession itself 
was an enormously facilitating event in American state formation because 
disunion ensured the identification of the Republican party with the 
central state and brought on a massive enlargement of governmental 
authority in the North. When the South seceded, the central state, the 
Republican party, and the imperatives of northern political economy 
became inextricably intertwined. From this point until the end of Re- 
construction, the interests of state expansion and the Republican party 
were almost synonymous. 

Returning to the two questions with which this chapter began, we can 
now answer that the South seceded because the impending shift in control 
of the central state portended permanent subordination of the interests 
of the cotton South within the national political economy, as well as 


156. This chapter has proposed an interpretation of secession and the Civil War that is, 
in many respects, similar to Barrington Moore's evaluation of the conflict as “The 
Last Capitalist Revolution.” Social Origins of Dictatorship and Democracy: Lord 
and Peasant in the Making of the Modern World (Boston: Beacon Press, 1967), ch. 
3. Moore, however, tends to slight state-centered factors such as the very real threat 
Republican control of the American state posed to the social and economic under- 
pinnings of slavery. The Republican program for the national political economy not 
only promised to accelerate northern expansion but would have also further en- 
couraged the already rapid penetration of market capitalist relations into the South. 
In addition, while abolitionists were a minority within the party, achievement of 
even a limited antislavery program almost certainly would have led the Republicans 
to escalate their attacks on the institution. Such an escalation would have both 
justified the party’s continued existence and provided a broad rationale for the 
agrarian—industrial coalition whenever economic issues needed support. Under these 
conditions, the question is not Moore's “Why did the South secede?" but, rather, 
“Why should the South have remained in the Union?” On the other hand, Moore 
readily concedes the economic argument for the Republican program and East— 
West coalition. What he neglects to consider is the state-centered, national-unity 
reasons why the North chose to repress southern separatism. As Moore saw it, once 
secession occurred, war was inevitable; the northern decision to conquer the South 
did not require an explanation. In place of the more political and state-centered 
interpretations offered here, he proposes a more sociological emphasis on differences 
between the “bourgeois” North and “aristocratic” South that does not, strictly 
speaking, seem necessary and may very well be misleading. As will be discussed in 
the next chapter, for example, the Confederate state contained very little that could 
be described as “aristocratic” and, in fact, began existence as a near carbon copy 
of the one in the North. 
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increasingly hostile policies toward the institution of slavery. Tactical 
compromise within the framework of the Union promised only a post- 
ponement of subordination and attacks on slavery while accelerating 
northern economic expansion. On the other side of the ledger, few reasons 
for continued allegiance to a northern-dominated Union existed. The 
antebellum central state was so small that disengagement from the federal 
apparatus was a simple matter. No powerful competing nation would 
threaten either a northern or southern state on the North American 
continent. And the interests of the South and North in the future direction 
of the national political economy were so antithetical as to be irrecon- 
cilable over the long term. 

The North suppressed secession because the separation of the South 
would have weakened, perhaps irremediably, bonds between the re- 
maining states of the Union. In addition, loss of the South would have 
created a new political economy in which the basis of the Republican- 
led alliance of eastern industry and western yeoman agriculture would 
have rapidly dissolved as the two wings of the party struggled over the 
competing interests of industrial expansion and agricultural settlement. 
Thus, both national and party cohesion required suppression. The com- 
bination of southern secession and northern suppression led to the es- 
tablishment of two strong central states within the territory previously 
occupied by the antebellum federal government. In the following chapter, 
we turn to a comparison of these Union and Confederate states and again 
link their characteristics and policies to their respective political 
economies. 


3 


War mobilization 
and state formation 
in the northern Union 
and southern Confederacy 


Part I: Introduction and overview 


Prior to 1861, no nation had attempted a full mobilization of a society’s 
material and human resources. The American Civil War brought forth 
two such mobilizations and, by twentieth-century standards, was thus 
the first modern war.‘ Comparison of these two mobilizations — one 
directed in the North by the Union, the other in the South by the Con- 
federacy — provides the basis for understanding the connection between 
northern economic development and the rapid construction of the Amer- 
ican party-state both during and after the Civil War. Study of the Union 
war effort demonstrates its dependence upon unregulated capitalist mar- 
kets and industrial production. The northern war effort left the industrial 
and agricultural sectors almost untouched by central state controls and 
only skimmed the surface of northern labor pools with the draft (although 


1. See, for example, Marvin A. Kreidberg and Merton G. Henry, History of Military 
Mobilization in the United States Army, 1775-1945 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. De- 
partment of the Army, 1955), p. 83; Jay Luvaas, The Military Legacy of the Civil 
War: The European Inheritance (Lawrence: University of Kansas Press, 1988; reprint 
of 1959 edition), pp. 203-33. The American Civil War is commonly conceded to have 
been the largest military conflict in the world between 1815 and 1914. Cyril Black, 
The Dynamics of Modernization (New York: Harper & Row, 1966), p. t11. Although 
the Napoleonic Wars rivaled the American Civil War in magnitude (as measured by 
numbers of troops), European mobilization efforts did not attempt full-scale logistical 
support of field armies and, thus, did not involve a full subordination of the national 
economy to central state control. See, for example, Samuel E. Finer, “State- and Nation- 
Building in Europe: The Role of the Military,” in Charles Tilly, ed., The Formation 
of National States in Western Europe (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 
1975), PP- 144-55. The major difference between the two conflicts that enabled a 
much more comprehensive economic mobilization in the American Civil War was the 
development and utilization of the railroad in military supply. Edward Hagerman, The 
American Civil War and the Origins of Modern Warfare: Ideas, Organization, and 
Field Command (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1988), pp. xi-xii. 
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military recruitment of volunteers through bounties and other incentives 
mobilized huge numbers of men). The only sector to feel the full force 
of central state authority was the financial system. There the war effort 
stimulated the emergence of an American class of finance capitalists free 
from European dominance and restructured capital markets by replacing 
gold bullion with Union greenbacks as the basic unit of monetary ex- 
change. Both of these changes brought the United States Treasury into 
amuch more intimate and influential relationship with the nation’s capital 
markets and the financial system generally. The Union state was strongest, 
however, not on its home territory in the North but in the construction 
and execution of policies intended to subjugate and pacify the rebellious 
South. These policies — abolition of slavery, reconstruction of the south- 
ern political economy, and direct military rule — were the most state- 
enhancing measures for the North during the war. 

In terms of the mobilization of national material and manpower re- 
sources, however, it was the Confederate state, not the market-oriented 
state of the Union, that was by many measures the modern response 
to the political economic challenge of war. Thrown up in a matter of 
months by the agrarian, economically underdeveloped South, the all- 
encompassing economic and social controls of the Confederacy were in 
fact so extensive that they call into question standard interpretations of 
southern opposition to the expansion of federal power in both the an- 
tebellum and post-Reconstruction periods.’ Southern reluctance to ex- 
pand federal power in those periods has been attributed variously to 
regional sympathy for laissez-faire principles, the “precapitalist” cultural 
origins of the plantation elite, and a general philosophical orientation 
hostile to state development.* When the impressive ambitions and 


2. Some of the material in this chapter originally appeared in “Southern Leviathan: The 
Development of Central State Authority in the Confederate States of America,” Karen 
Orren and Stephen Skowronek, eds., Studies in American Political Development, vol. 
2 (New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1987), pp. 68-136. Among those who 
have also stressed the strength of the Confederate state are Curtis Arthur Amlund, 
Federalism in the Southern Confederacy (Washington, D.C.: Public Affairs Press, 
1966); Louise B. Hill, State Socialism in the Confederate States of America, (Char- 
lottesville, Va.: Historical Publishing, 1936); and Raimondo Luraghi, “The Civil War 
and the Modernization of American Society,” Civil War History 18 (September 1972): 
230-50. See also Richard E. Beringer, Herman Hattaway, Archer Jones, and William 
N. Still, Jr. Why the South Lost the Civil War (Athens: University of Georgia Press, 
1986), ch. 1. 

3. On the ideological “world view” of the southern plantation elite, see, for example, 
Eugene Genovese, who contends that “the Southern world” was characterized by a 
“premodern quality .. imparted to it by its dominant slaveholding class” and that the 
“planters” who composed this class “were not mere capitalists; they were pre-capitalist, 
quasi-aristocratic landowners who had to adjust their economy and ways of thinking 
toa capitalist world market” in order to sell their produce. The Political Economy of 
Slavery: Studies in the Economy and Society of the Slave South (New York: Vintage, 
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achievements of the Confederate state are recognized, however, such 
explanations of southern hostility to the expansion of federal power seem, 
at best, incomplete. It would appear that the South’s opposition to the 
North’s industrial and commercial policies provided the impetus for both 
the region’s opposition to a strong American state in the Union and 
support for a centralized Confederate regime after secession. Southern 
support for a strong Confederate and a weak American state (before and 
after the Civil War until the end of Reconstruction) can thus be viewed 
as a consistent strategy intended to minimize the anticipated deleterious 
impact of the northern industrial program on the plantation South.* 
Questions of state strength aside, a second lesson to be learned from 
the American Civil War involves the relationship between the economic 
base and the form of state organization. War mobilizations compel states 
to extract a much larger share of a society’s resources than are usually 
collected through peacetime taxation. The resulting efforts to channel 
resources and manpower into war force states to exploit many more 
sources of revenue more completely than they would during peacetime. 
As a consequence, the search for new and more productive revenue 
sources during war encourages central states to reshape their taxation 
policies ever more closely to the form of societal production. While a 
state at peace may leave many sectors and activities untouched and con- 
centrate levies on luxuries such as liquor and tobacco, a state at war is 
often compelled to extract revenue from almost all areas of societal 


1967), pp. 3, 23- Barrington Moore describes the antebellum South as a “capi 
civilization ...but hardly a bourgeois one” characterized by a “defense of hereditary 
privilege.” Social Origins of Dictatorship and Democracy: Lord and Peasant in the 
Making of the Modern World (Boston: Beacon Press, 1966), p. 121. Eric Foner labels 
the South as one of the two “great pre-modern cultures within American society” 
(along with Irish immigrants), Politics and Ideology in the Age of the Civil War (New 
York: Oxford University Press, 1980), p. 26. For a dissent from these interpretations 
of the South as “‘precapitalist” or “premodern,” see Edward Pessen, “How Different 
from Each Other Were the Antebellum North and South?” American Historical Review 
85 (December 1980): 1145-7. 

4. After the end of Reconstruction southern resistance to northern economic penetration 
increasingly assumed the form of support for central state regulation of national cor- 
porations (railroad rates and antitrust legislation). This backing for a stronger central 
state role in the economy was, of course, ferent from the Republican program 
for the nationalization of markets and subsidization of northern economic expansion. 
For evidence of the continuity of southern opposition to northern economic policy, 
see Richard Franklin Bensel, Sectionalism and American Political Development, 1880 
1980 (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1984) chs. 3~6. Also see Robert Royal 
Russel, Economic Aspects of Southern Sectionalism 1840-1861 (New York: Russell 
and Russell, 1960), p. 166, and Elizabeth Sanders, “Industrial Concentration, Sectional 
Competition, and Antitrust Politics in America, 1880-1980,” in Orren and Skowronek, 
eds., Studies in American Political Development, vol. 1 (1986): 142-214. 
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production, thus molding the state apparatus in a way that complements 
and exploits the strengths and organizing structures of economic activity. 
When the necessary requirements of a war effort lie well within the 
material capacity of a society, capitalist states can rely upon voluntary, 
open-market contracts for military supplies and manpower. A reliance 
on voluntary transactions for men and materiel molds the war mobili- 
zation to available societal resources by drawing first upon the marginal 
productive capacity of an economy and labor pools. Since these trans- 
actions are voluntary, the war effort both guarantees a rate of return 
high enough to encourage new investment in war production and leaves 
relatively untouched other sectors with higher rates of return. 

On the revenue side, the fit between a capitalist state at war and the 
organizing structures of the economic system may be even closer. When 
war requirements fall well within the material capacity of a society, a 
capitalist state can extract revenue from the self-renewing stream of trans- 
actions and commerce through which economic activity is carried out. 
The state molds the revenue system to the organizing structures of the 
economy by adjusting the rate of extraction to the carrying capacity of 
the various sectors and locating state extraction at the most visible, easily 
monitored points in the stream of commerce. In a wealthy state at war, 
the government has several related objectives: to raise the maximum 
amount of revenue possible, to preserve the flow of commerce subject to 
taxation (for example, by avoiding tax rates so high as to destroy pro- 
duction or markets), and to maintain the visibility of markets and pro- 
duction (for example, by avoiding rates so high as to drive robust markets 
into underground, unmonitored black markets). In these ways, then, 
wealthy capitalist states at war are brought into a much closer relation- 
ship with the societal forms of production and markets. 

Only when efforts to harness existing productive potential are not 
sufficient to meet the challenge presented by the enemy do states attempt 
to innovate or go beyond the prewar forms of societal production. In 
terms of material capacity and manpower potential, the Union did not 
face such a challenge in the Civil War and the war effort became a more- 
or-less capitalist, market-oriented response to the requirements of mo- 
bilization, well within the potential of northern society and well molded 
into its forms and structures.’ By contrast, the Confederate war effort 
far outstripped the productive capabilities of the prewar economy and 
compelled a much more innovative, almost futuristic mobilization of 


5. For a parallel, somewhat broader logic undergirding European state formation, see 
Charles Tilly, “States, Coercion, and Capital,” Center for Studies of Social Change 
Working Paper Series, no. 75, July 1988, pp. 15-21. 
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resources. As a consequence, the southern mobilization was far more 
state-centered and coordinated than its northern counterpart.° 

Yet another lesson can be drawn from the relationships of both wartime 
states to their social bases. In an explosive burst of governmental cre- 
ativity and activism, both states expanded their administrative bureau- 
cracies and associated powers. Because their respective social bases were 
so different (the industrial, free-labor organization of northern society 
stood in stark contrast to the agrarian, slave-labor plantation system of 
the South), comparison of the state-building experience in the two nations 
provides an important opportunity to study the influence of social de- 
velopment on state formation. What makes this opportunity unique is 
the fact that the two nations created their respective states almost from 
scratch and were thus compelled, within a short span of time, to decide 
questions of organizational structure and authority across the full breadth 
of potential state activity. As if this were not enough, these two American 
states began their wartime expansion with almost identical formal con- 
stitutional structures in which a president, a congress, local governments 
of limited sovereignty, elections, and other aspects were assigned almost 
identical roles. No two independent states in the history of the world 
have ever possessed more similar formal political systems. The similarity 
is particularly striking during the crucial early months of the war; later 
both the Union and Confederacy would move to shape the form and 
quality of societal influence in ways that reflected increasingly divergent 
state-building trajectories. 

The core of the evidence presented in this chapter is an analysis of the 
most important state-building decisions in the Confederate and Union 
congresses. A majority of these decisions presented almost identical ques- 
tions of state organization and authority to Civil War legislators, the 
delegated representatives of their respective social bases. Other decisions 
represent areas in which one of the respective states moved further along 
a statist dimension than did the other. In both policy areas, the organi- 
zation and performance of the two states are compared. 

The strength and effectiveness of the two states were determined by 


6. The interpretation put forward here assumes little preexisting state-centered orientation 
‘on the part of the participants in Union or Confederate public life. As Stephen Sko- 
wronek has observed, state building in America has been, at best, a haphazard process 
in which most of the participants have not comprehended the statist implications of 
what they were doing. Building a New American State: The Expansion of National 
Administrative Capacities, 1877-1920 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
1982). During the American Civil War and particularly in the Confederacy, this process 
was even more haphazard than it would become in the late-nineteenth-century United 
States. The South did not have a natural reform elite such as the one that emerged 
from the cultural and financial centers of the Northeast, nor did the region have the 
leisure to contemplate state-building proposals as an integrated program. 
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their wartime needs. These needs differed; for example, the Union ex- 
perienced more serious internal social division but could afford to fight 
a “guns and butter” war, while a more united Confederacy was forced 
to mount a full mobilization of its society. The comparative strength of 
the two central state structures is best measured, however, against an 
ideal “executive/bureaucratic” conception of state enhancement in which 
contextual factors are downplayed (see the discussion of the theoretical 
framework below).” 


Early Union and Confederate state development 


In creating the administrative apparatus necessary to orchestrate the 
southern war effort, the Confederate state started from scratch. The 
Union, while only a little better organized, possessed at least an ad- 
ministrative shell. Moving rapidly, the Confederacy had, by the begin- 
ning of hostilities, provisionally adopted all then-existing U.S. laws 
until “altered or repealed,” as well as a Confederate Constitution 
which was almost identical to the U.S. framework. In addition, the 
southern branches of the federal bureaucracy had been absorbed in- 
tact and the administrative departments of the Confederacy una- 
bashedly mimicked their northern counterparts. These choices made 
the new Confederate state almost a carbon copy of the Union govern- 
ment left behind in Washington.* Where the South deviated from the 


7. This interpretation of Union and Confederate experience tacitly assumes that a gov- 
‘ernment designed in accord with commonly held statist principles is the most effective 
way to mobilize resources in a war. See, for example, Alan S. Milward, War, Economy 
and Society: 1939-1945 (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1979), especially 
chs. 1-3. Obviously, this axiom should be most stringently applied to the inherently 
weaker of the parties involved in military conflict; the stronger side may pursue both 
guns and butter and still win a war (as did the Union). In fact, the economic inferiority 
of the Confederacy was so great as to, in and of itself, impose limits on central state 
development. For a general comparison of the Union and Confederate war mobili- 
zations that emphasizes the respective material capacities of the two societies, see Roger 
L. Ransom, Conflict and Compromise: The Political Economy of Slavery, Emanci- 
pation, and the American Civil War (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1989), 
pp. 172-215. 

8. A comparison of the texts of the two constitutions is provided in Jefferson Davis, The 
Rise and Fall of the Confederate Government, vol. 1 (New York: Thomas Yoseloff; 
reprint 1958), appendix K. On Confederate adoption of U.S. laws, see Wilfred Buck 
Yearns, The Confederate Congress (Athens: University of Georgia Press, 1960), pp. 325 
36. The rules and organization of the Confederate Congress were also largely taken 
trom procedures used in the North (pp. 34-5). On similarities berween Confederate 
and Union administrative design, see Paul P. Van Riper and Harry N. Scheiber, “The 
Confederate Civil Service,” Journal of Southern History 25 (November 1959): 448— 
70. Robert C. Black described the Confederate quartermaster bureau as a ‘“photo- 
graphical reproduction of the old United States organization,” in The Railroads of the 
Confederacy (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1952), p. 50. On the 
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organizational model set by the United States, its innovations often 
strengthened administrative capacity.” 

In the spring of 1861, Montgomery, Alabama, was filled with devoted 
proponents of states’ rights and individual liberty, armed with a philo- 
sophical rhetoric sharpened and polished by long years passed in political 
combat in the halls of the federal Congress."* Among other things, the 
Constitution drafted there prohibited government-subsidized internal im- 
provements, barred a protective tariff, and allowed the legislature of an 
individual state, under certain circumstances, to impeach an officer of 
the national government. However, these and other weakening provisions 
turned out to be little more than cosmetic adornments. By the middle of 
1862, for example, the Confederate government had practically vitiated 
the first two prohibitions on grounds of military necessity and no Con- 
federate official was ever impeached."' 

In other areas, such as the term of office and authority of the chief 
executive, Confederate practice and the Constitution were more cen- 
tralized than those of the Union. Although isolated phrases could be 
attributed to the states’ rights ideology and doctrine of minimal cen- 
tral state power with which Southerners left the Union, other passages 
proved more than an adequate base for an expansion of Confederate 
authority into all aspects of southern life. Among the most important 
were a necessary and proper clause, an injunction concerning faithful 
execution of the laws, a modified supremacy clause, and an oath of 
allegiance to the Confederacy imposed upon the officers of the indi- 
vidual states. Much of this, as was the case for most of the document, 
was taken verbatim from the antebellum Constitution. Thus, although 
it is true that the framers of the fundamental law of the Confederacy 
had been opposed to “the expansive interpretation given the federal 
Constitution” by northern nationalists and wished to constrain similar 


adoption of Union judicial practice and precedents by the Confederacy and a general 
account of Confederate administration, see Amlund, Federalism in the Southern Con- 
federacy, pp. 65, 83, as well as ch. 6, and William M. Robinson, Jr., Justice in Grey 
(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1941). 
9. Noting that the Confederate Department of Justice was the first bureau of its kind 

in America, William Robinson also observed that it was “the first such subdivision 
‘of government in an Anglo-Saxon country. ... In 1861 no department of justice existed 
in the United States and the attorney general simply presided over a small office 
consisting of one assistant and three clerks.” Justice in Grey, p. 27. 

10. About one-third (85 of 267) of all Confederate congressmen and senators had pre- 
viously served in the U.S. Congress. The percentage was higher in the Senate (55 to 
48 percent in the First and Second Confederate congresses) than in the House (39, 
32, and 21 percent in the Provisional, First, and Second congresses, respectively). 
Thomas B. Alexander and Richard E. Beringer, The Anatomy of the Confederate 
Congress (Nashville, Tenn.: Vanderbilt University Press, 1972), pp. 24-5. 

11, Amlund, Federalism in the Southern Confederacy, p. 22. 
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constitutional developments in the new southern nation, the most 
striking feature of the new framework was that it “‘prescribed for the 
Confederacy much the same kind of union which the Southerners had 
dissolved,” a document that under the pressure of civil war proved 
fully as expansive as that in the North."* 

The process by which the South absorbed and adapted federal ad- 
ministrative systems allowed the Confederate state to rapidly extend 
at least a token presence into the most remote reaches of its domain. 
The establishment of the Post Office Department of the Confederacy, 
for example, entailed tacit cooperation with the Union in the transfer 
of control to the southern nation, a vigorous campaign to bring fed- 
eral employees into the new department, the use of federal equipment 
and supplies (including stamps), and the adoption, with minor 
changes, of the previous administrative organization of mail delivery. 
By 1862, the Confederate government was maintaining 8,300 local 
post offices, of which number 8,228 had been previously established 
by the U.S. government. By 1863, postal service was provided 
throughout the Confederacy with regular delivery to all territory un- 
der southern control (see Map 3.1).'* 

This general pattern of withdrawal from federal authority and rees- 
tablishment under the Confederacy was repeated throughout the 
South.'* Federal courts, customshouses, arsenals, and lighthouses be- 
came extensions of the new Confederate state without changes in per- 
sonnel or interruption of activity. Confederate courts, for example, 


12, Amlund, Federalism in the Southern Confederacy, pp. 17-18 (and, generally, 17-27); 
Emory M. Thomas, The Confederate Nation: 1861-1865 (New York: Harper & 
Row, 1979), p. 643 Charles R. Lee, Jr., The Confederate Constitutions (Chapel Hill: 
University of North Carolina Press, 1963), pp. 82-140. 

13. “The Postmaster-General’s Report,” in Confederate States Almanac for 1863 (Au- 
gusta, Ga.: H. C. Clarke, 1863), pp. 51-2. The Confederate Post Office Department 
absorbed the existing Union administration in the South without change. See Walter 
F. McCaleb, “The Organization of the Post Office Department of the Confederacy,” 
American Historical Review 12 (October 1906): 66-74; E. Merton Coulter, The 
Confederate States of America: 1861-1865 (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University 
Press, 1950), pp. 125~6. For the postal routes charted in Map 3.1, see Post Office 
Department of the Confederacy: Instructions to Post Masters (Richmond, Va.: Ritchie 
and Dunnavant, 1861); A List of Establishments, Discontinuances, and Changes 
in Name of the Post Offices in the Confederate States since 1861; Report of 
the Postmaster-General, April 29, 1861 (Montgomery, Ala., 1861); Report of the 
Postmaster-General, November 27, 1861 (Richmond, 1861); Advertisement of De- 
cember 31, 1862, Inviting Proposals for Carrying the Mails... from July 1, 1863 t0 
June 30, 1867 (Richmond, Va., February 28, 1862); Report from the General Post 
Office Department to the Postmaster General (Richmond, Va., November 22, 861). 

14. For a good discussion of the rapid consolidation of power in the Confederate central 
government, see the 1861 American Annual Cyclopaedia (New York: D. Appleton 
and Company, 1873), pp. 126-375 for an itemized description of federal forts, ar- 
senals, and lighthouses absorbed by the Confederacy, see pp. 315-23. 
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$8 Map 3.1 The postal system of the Confederacy: Contract routes and terminals, ca. 18623. Sources: Advertisement of December 31, 1862, Inviting 

36 Proposals for Carrying the Mails of the Confederate States (Florida, Georgia, South Carolina, North Carolina, and Virginia) from July 1, 1863 to June 
a 30, 1867; Report to the Postmaster-General of the General Post Office Department (November 22, 1861); A List of Establishments, Discontinuances, 


and Changes in Names of the Post Offices in the Confederate States since 1861; Report of the Postmaster General to the President (February 28, 1862). 
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continued to process cases that were inherited from federal dockets 
while the new Patent Office encouraged southern citizens to register 
federal patents “for the term... yet unexpired” under federal regula- 
tions.'* The net result of all these defections and the transfer of federal 
installations to southern control was to replicate the administrative design 
of the antebellum Union throughout the Confederacy. In one of the 
finishing touches to this first period of rapid state formation, Confederate 
revenue stations were established in March 1861 at major railroad junc- 
tions and river landings where northern goods commonly entered the 
South."* 

Ultimately, however, most of the bureaucratic expansion of the Con- 
federate state was built upon new foundations that had little or no prec- 
edent in antebellum experience. Much of this expansion was attributable 
to the central state mobilization of men and materiel for war. At its peak, 
for example, the civil service of the Confederacy totaled some 70,000 
employees, over 80 percent of whom were in the War Department. The 
Post Office Department employed another 9,000 (13 percent) and the 
Treasury about 2,800 (4 percent). Most of the remaining civil employees 
worked for the navy and only a handful were housed in the Justice and 
State departments. The dominance of military activity in state operations 
was also expressed in the War Department's share of overall expenditures 
— over 90 percent in 1864, outside expenses related to debt service.'” As 
was also true of the Union, most Confederate bureaus employed far more 
civil servants in the field than they did in the capital. Employees working 
for the War Department in the city of Richmond, for example, composed 
less than one-half of one percent of all civilian employment in the de- 
partment. “* 

At the time the Union divided, the federal government had a much 
larger presence in the North than it did in the South (see Map 3.2). In 
the free states, the larger volume of mail generated by the more com- 


15. Rules and Directions for Proceedings in the Confederate States Patent Office (Rich- 
mond, Va.: Enquirer Book and Job Press, 1861), p. 43 see, also, Report of the Com- 
missioner of Patents for 1862, Confederate States Patent Office (Richmond, Va., 
1863). 

16. 1861 American Cyclopaedia, p. 131; New York Times, March 29, 1861. 

17. Van Riper and Scheiber, “The Confederate Civil Service,” p. 450. For a description 
of the creation, structure, and operation of the Treasury Department, see Richard 
Cecil Todd, Confederate Finance (Athens: University of Georgia Press, 195 4)s PP. 1— 
243 Confederate States of America, Treasury Department, Report of the Secretary of 
the Treasury (Richmond, Va., n.d.), p. 2. The reporting period was April 1 to October 
1, 1864. 

18. Confederate States of America, War Department, Report of the Secretary of War 
(Richmond, Va., November 3, 1864), p. 23; Richard Goff, Confederate Supply (Dur- 
ham, N.C.: Duke University Press, 1969), p. 127. 
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Map 3.2 Regional distribution of federal officials, 1859. This includes all federal officials receiving a cash income of $200 or more and those who were 
paid fees in the performance of their duties. Source: 1859 Official Register of the United States and 1859 Annual Report of the Secretary of War. 
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mercialized economy tended to raise the incomes of postmasters above 
$200 a year and the greater import trade of cities along the northeastern 
coast and Canada led to the establishment of comparatively large cus- 
tomshouses for collection of the tariff.” Almost the entire strength of 
the United States Army was concentrated along the Pacific Coast and 
adjacent interior or the western frontier (particularly Minnesota, Texas, 
and the New Mexico and Kansas territories). Reflecting the lack of threat 
British Canada presented to American security, there were only two 
detachments with garrisons greater than twenty-five men stationed along 
the border from the eastern edge of the Washington Territory to Maine.*® 
Much of the interior of the slave states had been almost devoid of federal 
officials. An inhabitant of the South could travel through great swaths 
of the southern and central Appalachian upland, the Ozark region of 
Missouri and Arkansas, and the piney wood sections of Alabama, Geor- 
gia, Louisiana, and Texas without encountering another citizen who 
owed a significant portion of his livelihood to federal employment. The 
southern coast, on the other hand, was comparatively thickly populated 
with official representatives of the federal government. Within what be- 
came the Confederacy, the largest federal establishments — often but- 
tressed by navy yards, forts, and customshouses — were in the port cities 
of Pensacola (381 employees), New Orleans (242), Charleston (190), 
Norfolk (131), and Mobile (69).*" While the federal presence could be 
locally impressive in some cases (particularly on the western frontier), 
the most remarkable feature of this distribution of agents is how little in 
the way of state apparatus the Confederate and Union states inherited 
from the antebellum federal government. 


19. Two hundred dollars was probably about a quarter to a fifth of what an unskilled 
laborer in a federal shipyard received as an annual wage. Though necessarily some- 
what arbitrary, the income threshold adopted in this analysis was intended to sep- 
arate those officials who had some material stake in their continued federal 
employment from those who, at best, received little more than a symbolic honorarium. 
Because their income was tied to the amount of postal revenue their office generated 
and because many of their offices were little more than counter space in a small 
country store, some of the nation’s postmasters, for example, received less than a 
dollar a year from the federal government. To take just one case, the $200 threshold 
excluded some 95 percent of Alabama postmasters in 1859. 

20. The garrisons were Fort Mackinac, Michigan, and Plattsburgh Barracks, New York, 
with 57 and 59 men, respectively. The troops stationed in the Washington Territory 
were protecting settlers and officials surveying the United States border with Canada 
from Indian attack. 

21. In Charleston, South Carolina, where the war began, the customshouse employed 44 
officials, the post office contributed 13 workers and the local arsenal an additional 
10, Fort Moultrie in Charleston harbor held a garrison of 113 men. The remaining 
handful of federal employees were scattered between the assistant treasurer's office, 
steamboat inspectors, a pension agent, and the federal district court. 
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Theoretical framework for an analysis of Civil War 
state formation 


Once created, the Union and Confederate states adopted increasingly 
different policies that were to propel them along divergent developmental 
trajectories. However, before examining those policies and their impli- 
cations for northern and southern state formation, we must sketch a 
framework within which these policies can be systematically compared. 
Discussions of comparative state expansion commonly conflate three 
different aspects of the state: (1) structure, including organization and 
activity; (2) relations between the state and its citizens and subjects, 
including public popularity and loyalty; and (3) relations between a state 
and other states in the international system, including diplomatic position 
and military power. When these three aspects are not distinguished from 
one another, the relationships between policy and popularity, authority 
and power, and organizational structure and legitimacy are impossible 
to analyze. For this reason the conceptualization of state strength put 
forward in this chapter emphasizes only the characteristics that fall under 
the first, structural aspect of the state. Under the criteria advanced here, 
whether or not a policy choice encourages public obedience (by enacting 
popular measures, for instance) or enhances the legitimacy with which the 
citizenry views state sovereignty does not influence our evaluation of 
whether or not the measure represents a positive step in state development. 

Similarly, we are less interested in whether a particular state is strong 
vis-a-vis other states in terms of raw military power but are, instead, 
much more concerned with whether or not that state is comparatively 
well organized according to statist principles. Even though the existing 
literature on the state almost always fails to apply theoretical principles 
to specific aspects of central state organization, most work displays an 
apparent consensus on broad principles of state development.* The tax- 
onomy of central state authority developed in this section is anchored 
within that consensus and addresses both the structural design of the 
state and the substantive content of its policies. This taxonomy divides 


22. Peter B. Evans, Dietrich Rueschemeyer, and Theda Skocpol, “On the Road toward 
a More Adequate Understanding of the State,” in Bringing the State Back In (Cam- 
bridge: Cambridge University Press, 1985), pp. 347-66. On the theoretical principles 
underlying state-centered approaches to political development, see Skowronek, Build- 
ing a New American State, pp. vii-x, 3-46; Theda Skocpol and Kenneth Finegold, 
“State Capacity and Economic Intervention in the Early New Deal,” Political Science 
Quarterly 97 (Summer 1982):25 5-78; Theda Skocpol, “Political Response to Cap- 
italist Crisis: Neo-Marxist Theories of the State and the Case of the New Deal,” 
Politics and Society 10 (1980): 155-201; and Stephen D. Krasner, Defending the 
National Interest: Raw Materials Investments and U.S. Foreign Policy (Princeton, 
NJ: Princeton University Press, 1978), pp. 5~34- 
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Figure 3.1 
Structural dimensions of central state power. 


central state structure and authority into seven distinct dimensions and 
will guide our subsequent comparative evaluation of the Union and Con- 
federate states. 


Structural design. The structural design of a strong state can be conve- 
niently divided into two dimensions: centralization of authority and ad- 
ministrative capacity. The first dimension contains all measures that 
concentrate decision-making authority within one of the institutions of 
the central state (see Figure 3.1). The administrative capacity dimension 
covers the interior design of the central state itself. Thus, a proposal to 
give the Confederate Supreme Court jurisdiction over cases that arise 
within the court systems of the individual states falls under the first, 
centralization of authority, dimension because it entails the subordination 
of individual state courts to the national tribunal. Similarly, measures 
that confer the power of appointment of military officers upon the pres- 
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ident instead of lodging that authority with the individual states or with 
enlisted men fall under the centralization heading. 

While the centralization dimension, in this formulation, subsumes all 
measures that concentrate authority in the central state, the administra- 
tive capacity dimension encompasses all proposals that allocate authority 
between the various branches of the state itself. Since generally accepted 
administrative principles favor the executive bureaucracy over the leg- 
islative and judicial branches, statist alternatives are those that further 
the autonomy and discretionary authority of the central state bureau- 
cracy. From the perspective of strong-state advocates, the least attractive 
of the major central state institutions is the Congress. In fact, the perme- 
ability of Congress to the influence of private interests has consistently 
persuaded analysts to regard the national legislature as incapable of long- 
term planning in the public interest and to consider statutory specification 
(the flip side of legislative delegation) as inconsistent with technologically 
effective and efficient administration. At one extreme many scholars im- 
plicitly assume that Congress is so penetrated by outside influence that 
it is not statist at all, but is basically just a popular assembly through 
which central state authority is wrested from society. 

In practice, because of its own direct responsibilities and position at 
the top of the administrative hierarchy, the office of the presidency is 
often indistinguishable from the remainder of the state bureaucracy. For 
this reason, the interior design of a strong state would favor presidential 
appointment of military officers over congressional specification in stat- 
utory law. Presidential authority would be favored, also, in questions 
involving the breadth of legislative delegation: the statist alternative al- 
ways confers greater administrative discretion. The comparatively few 
instances where a distinction must be drawn between the president and 
the bureaucracy include civil service provisions and the structural location 
of discretionary authority. Because all presidents are elected officials, the 
office of the presidency is an avenue of societal influence that, from a 
statist perspective, is less insulated than a career civil service. Measures 
that further insulate the state bureaucracy, even from presidential influ- 
ence and control, thus represent enhancements of structural strength. 
Examples of such state-enhancing measures include civil service rules 
governing recruitment and advancement and the formal designation of 
career bureaucrats (instead of the president or political appointees) as 
the recipients of discretionary authority. The assignment of discretionary 
power to a career bureaucracy has an insulating impact on the exercise 
of state authority even though the executive may still influence any final 
administrative decision. 

For parallel reasons, the national courts should, under this strong-state 
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paradigm, give way to the central state bureaucracy. Like the bureau- 
cracy, the national court system is normally composed of career state 
officials who, aside from initial appointment, are insulated from political 
influence. Although the national courts share many of the characteristics 
of long-term planning, coordination, and administrative hierarchy that 
describe an ideal statist bureaucracy, judicial authority is, at best, re- 
dundant in a perfectly designed state and, at worst, in direct competition 
with the task-oriented design of the bureaucracy.** When, however, the 
judiciary is in direct competition with the president or Congress, the 
statist model favors the courts because of the latter’s superior statist 
characteristics. Thus, the structural design of a strong state systematically 
favors the expansion of bureaucratic authority over that of the other 
three branches, the courts over the president and Congress, and the 
lent when in competition with the legislative branch. 

Neither of the structural dimensions says anything, at this point, about 
the substantive content of central state policy. They are concerned only 
with the skeletal form of the state. In that respect, they are consistent 
with the commonly understood institutional conditions for state cen- 
tralization and the emergence of administrative capacity: (1) clear lines 
of bureaucratic authority; (2) insulation from purely political or partisan 
influence; (3) the development of a bureaucratic culture that encourages 
state agents to identify themselves with the broadest interests of the state; 
and (4) the specialization of task assignment and performance within the 
career bureaucracy.”* As a set of criteria by which policy choices can be 
evaluated according to their statist implications, the centralization of 
authority dimension presents few difficulties. Policy measures falling 
within the dimension either strengthen or weaken the design of the central 
state in its decision-making arrangements with the citizenry or local gov- 
ernmental units. 


23. This interpretation does not deny that national judiciaries have often and particularly 
in the United States played a central role in state expansion. Nor does it deny that 
the courts have often carried out many classically statist responsibilities (such as 
regulation and enforcement of private contracts). Instead, the text only recognizes 
that, from a statist perspective, there appears to be no role for the judiciary that 
could not be better performed by a unit of an integrated central bureaucracy. 

24. See, for example, Skowronek, Building a New American State, pp. viii, 15, 20, 47. 
The separation of centralization of state authority and administrative capacity into 
distinct dimensions parallels to some extent Michael Mann’s infrastructural and 
despotic forms of state power. “The Autonomous Power of the State: Its Origins, 
Mechanisms and Results,” Archives Europeenes de Sociologie 25 (1984): 186-7. For 
a theoretical exploration emphasizing the role of a formally organized bureaucracy 
in a legal system of political domination and the connection between (1) bureaucracy; 
(2) capitalist market development; (3) political modernization; and (4) central state 
expansion, see Max Weber, On Law in Economy and Society (New York: Touch- 
stone, 1954), Pp. XXXi-Xxxv, 40. 
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This conceptualization of administrative capacity distinguishes be- 
tween the social functions or purposes of state activity and the conditions 
under which central states develop the ability to operate independently 
of the social base from which they emerged.*? Under this conception 
of administrative capacity, policy alternatives are evaluated as to their 
effectiveness in generating and sustaining the institutional conditions 
that are expected to support the ability of state agents to: (1) expand 
state direction and coordination of societal activity; (2) rationalize state 
policy by eliminating administrative contradictions and lacunae; and 
(3) deepen the social base of the state (for example, through the crea- 
tion of dependency relations with subordinate social groups). This 
conceptualization directly relates the structure and policies of the 
state to the dynamics of the political system (such as party competi- 
tion and suffrage qualifications) upon which the process of state expan- 
sion and the state apparatus itself ultimately rest. In short, when the 
structural principles associated with bureaucratic autonomy are satis- 
fied, state bureaucracies are said to possess “administrative capacity.” 
State agents within such bureaus are theoretically able to effectively 
exploit political opportunities for further societal penetration by, for 
example, creating and leading political coalitions that support fur- 
ther enhancement of central state authority. These state agents are de- 
fined as career officials in the central state bureaucracy, a definition that 
excludes party appointees, advisors to elected officials, and individu- 
als in the intelligentsia not formally connected to the state. Though the 
latter groups also create and lead political coalitions through which cen- 
tral state authority is expanded (as did the Republican party during the 
Civil War), they are all deeply embedded in the larger political economy 
and society. Without the emergence of administrative capacity with- 
in the bureaucracy, the influence of these social groups both promotes 
societal penetration of the state apparatus and commits state policy 
to specific interests in the larger political economy. Such penetration 
and commitments also expand central state authority, but central state 
strength is always compromised by these close ties to an underlying 
social base. 

These two structural dimensions of central state authority relate only 


25. Under the social functions of state activity, for example, we might ascribe a set of 
societal “challenges” or “needs” (say, those associated with the process of indus- 
trialization). Administrative capacity would then be defined as the institutional con- 
ditions under which the central state successfully responds to these societal needs. 
For a general description of the most widely acknowledged state functions, sce Sko- 
wronek, Building a New American State, pp. 10-11, and, more narrowly, Skocpol 
and Finegold, “'State Capacity,” pp. 275~6. 
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to the design of the state, particularly the process of decision making and 
its location within the state apparatus. 


Substantive content. A completely formulated conception of a strong state 
must move beyond structural design and encompass the substantive con- 
tent of central state policy. Here, these substantive policies have been 
categorized into five dimensions: citizenship, property rights, client-group 
formation, extraction, and involvement in the world system. The citi- 
zenship dimension takes in all the non—property-related rights and duties 
of individual citizens in their relations with the central state. Any nar- 
rowing in these rights, including central state proscription of religious 
practices or political beliefs and discrimination between ethnic groups, 
implies an expansion of central state power. Similarly, policies that dictate 
the use of labor in service to the state or reduce the ability of individuals 
to resist such policies enhance central state power. 

The control-of-property dimension includes all policy measures that 
increase the authority of the state over the use and ownership of property. 
Many internal revenue measures fall into this category, as do all forms 
of state regulation of private economic activity and marketplace relations. 
Labor contracts between private parties are also included when and if 
central state intervention does not carry an obligation on the part of 
labor to service the needs of the state. This distinction rests upon the 
direct impact of labor regulation upon private property rights (for ex- 
ample, the profitability of production). While manpower drafts involve 
obligations at least tangentially related to private property, these ob! 
gations are much more deeply embedded in the central state’s definition 
of citizen duties and societal membership. 

The client-group dimension contains measures that create a depen- 
dency relation between individuals and the central state. Such measures 
can be divided into at least three subcategories. Those involving pensions, 
welfare payments, salaries from government employment, and income 
substitutes (such as price controls on commodities sold to targeted groups 
in the population) generally insulate individuals from the marketplace. 
This insulation is the result of a reduction of their exposure to market 
forces by way of dependence on government-derived income. A different 
type of dependency is involved in the issuance and distribution of long- 
term debt securities by the central state. Acceptance of these securities 
involves individuals in the future viability and strength of the central 
state but does not, in itself, reduce exposure to market forces. Debt 
relationships are involved, again, in the currency policy of the central 
state. Manipulation of the definition of legal tender (as for the repayment 
of public and private debt) and government discretion over the inherent 
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value of the currency enhance the authority of the central state. Reliance 
on a gold standard and enforcement of a gold clause in contractual debt 
relations, by contrast, substantively reduce the dependence of private 
individuals on the discretionary exercise of central state authority. 

The sixth dimension, extraction, focuses directly on measures that 
sustain state operations within society. This category includes most mea- 
sures that forcibly reallocate societal resources and production from the 
private economy into the state treasury. The resources that are drawn 
into the state through extraction take the form of fungible assets that 
may be used in the marketplace to fund government operations. These 
fungible assets (usually money) are collected through processes (usually 
taxation) that have as their primary purpose the extraction of wealth 
from the private economy. Where extraction activities are heavily influ- 
enced by alternative policy goals (as in the effect of a protective tariff 
upon the domestic economy) or where the claims of the state on private 
production assume the same form as state consumption (as in the con- 
fiscation of crops in order to feed armies in a military campaign), they 
fall within other dimensions of state activity (world system and property, 
respectively, in the two examples). 

The seventh and last dimension concerns those measures that describe 
the relationship of the central state with the remainder of the world 
system, including other central states. These policies include trade rela- 
tions between national and world economies (for example, tariffs, import 
quotas, export subsidies, state-to-state economic aid and trading arrange- 
ments), diplomatic relations with foreign nations (treaty negotiations, 
military conflict, formal international alliances), and broadly conceived 
policies of internal development. Most measures in the last category 
involve the settlement of unoccupied territory, territorial expansion, or 
the administration of territorial possessions. Some, like the institution or 
manipulation of restrictions on immigration, involve the future compo- 
sition of the citizenry and domestic labor force. Others promise to shape 
internal settlement patterns and to integrate disparate regional econo- 
mies. In the late nineteenth century, the transcontinental railway and the 
Homestead Act were the two most prominent measures falling under this 
heading. 

Like much of the literature on state formation, all seven dimensions 
of comparative state strength put forward here are grounded in an ideal 
“executive/bureaucratic” conception of state development.** These cat- 


26. The adoption of this “ideal” conception of state organization and activity does not 
entail a normative assertion that statist principles somehow indicate the “proper” 
policies states should adopt. Instead, these principles have been accepted and ex- 
panded upon as a means of establishing a common yardstick against which the 
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egories are intended to be exhaustive in the sense that all policy choices 
can be classified within one of the dimensions.” The dimensions them- 
selves play several roles in the following analysis. In the first place, the 
taxonomy should facilitate comparison of legislative support for state 
expansion through an examination of congressional voting patterns. Such 
a comparison, in turn, would help locate support for the expansion of 
state authority by specific groups and interests within the larger northern 
and southern societies. Without some prior classification, such compar- 
isons would be frustrated by the wide variety and apparent individuality 
of the hundreds, sometimes thousands of legislative measures considered 
annually. In this sense, the taxonomy serves as a frame within which 
comparisons between northern and southern state development can be 
made and, in addition, guides the selection of a representative sample of 
the most important developmental policies for intensive study. This tax- 
onomy is not an a priori classification. Each element can be derived from 
theoretical concerns that find repeated expression in the literature on 
state formation (for example, administrative capacity), in the philosoph- 
ical discussion of natural and constitutional rights (citizenship), or in 
conventional distinctions between the role of the state in different policy 
areas (for example, the distinction between domestic and foreign policy). 
Several dimensions reflect a concern with more than one of these separate 
areas of theoretical discussion (see Table 3.1). 


Part II: A comparison of Union and Confederate 
state formation 


This analysis of state-building efforts during the Civil War focuses on a 
comparison of legislative support for selected, crucial decisions that either 


structural and substantive strength of states might be measured. Among the most 
interesting aspects of the policies and structures to be studied is their implications 
for encouraging further state expansion (for example, by creating “client groups” 
dependent on the continued exercise of central state authority). Also of interest are 
the ways in which internal state organization and policies reflect their constitutive 
social bases and the external challenges each state faces. However, these concerns do 
not imply that policies dictated by statist principles are or were necessarily the “best” 
or “most efficient” responses to these challenges or the needs of their constitutive 
societies. 

27. For the most part, the dimensions are also mutually exclusive. However, this property 
is not completely developed because clear dimensional boundaries can only be based 
upon a fully articulated theory of the emergence and exercise of central state authority. 
In the absence of such a complete theory, exclusive policy boundaries can be con- 
structed only by cataloging a vast number of policies involving the exercise of state 
power. 


1I4 Yankee Leviathan 


Table 3.1. Dimensions of central state authority 


Centralization of authority: Measures involving the transfer of decision-making 
authority from subordinate governments and the citizenry to the central state; in the 
case of individual citizens, such measures do not involve a substantive expansion of 
central state activity but, only, the allocation of influence and control over that activity; 
in the case of subordinate governments, such measures include the review of subordinate 
government decisions by central state institutions and the form of subordinate 
government participation in central state decision making. 


Administrative capacity: Measures involving a broadening or narrowing of 
bureaucratic discretion and long-term planning capacity within the central state; these 
measures affect only institutions within the central state itself; in analyzing policy, 
reference is made to a hierarchy based on relative insulation from societal or outside 
political influence (the state bureaucracy, national courts, presidency, and, last, the 
legislature). 


Citizenship: Measures involving the religious practices, political beliefs, ethnic identity, 
and rights and duties of citizens in their relations with the state; this category excludes 
measures affecting property but includes all measures concerning the physical movement 
and labor of citizens (such as conscription). 


Control of property: Measures involving the control or use of property by individuals 
or institutions other than the central state itself, including expropriation, regulation of 
the marketplace, and labor contracts between private parties. 


Creation of client groups: Measures that increase the dependence of groups within 
society upon the continued existence and viability of the central state; includes only 
measures that provide income or income substitutes to individuals (pensions, 
employment by central state institutions, welfare, and price-control programs for specific 
groups in society), that establish future-oriented obligations that depend on state 
viability (the issuance of long-term debt), and that control the value of the currency (the 
gold standard and redemption of paper money). 


Extraction: The coercive diversion of material resources from society into the central 
state apparatus; extraction measures skim wealth and resources from the flow of 
commerce and marketplace transactions without significantly redirecting or influencing 
the volume of these transactions (unlike otherwise similar measures falling under the 
property, client-group, or world-system dimensions); primarily forms of light taxation or 
manipulations of the financial system such as gradual inflation of the currency. 


The central state in the world system: Measures concerning the relationship of the 
central state and nation with other states and the world economy; these include access 
to foreign markets (licensing, import quotas, export subsidies, and tariffs), diplomatic 
relations (membership in international organizations, treaties, and military conflict), 
immigration restrictions, and broadly conceived policies of internal development (the 
construction of a railroad to the Pacific Ocean, the Homestead Act, and administration 
of territorial possessions). 
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significantly expanded or retarded the growth of central state power.** 
While a verbatim record of the legislative proceedings of the Union Con- 
gress has survived in the Congressional Globe and can be supplemented 
with a large number of personal and journalistic accounts of decision 
making, the Confederate Congress provides a much poorer record of 
southern state-building efforts. This paucity of information concerning 
the operation and internal politics of the Confederate Congress arose for 
a number of reasons. First, many, if not most, of its most important 
deliberations were conducted in secret session. The injunction of secrecy 
largely prevented contemporary coverage of legislative debates and may 
have discouraged members from setting down a more complete record 
of their participation in diaries or memoirs. The lack of official records 
constitutes a second and equally serious limitation on historical knowl- 
edge of the southern legislature. Stringencies imposed by the war effort 
led the Congress to forgo a verbatim record of its proceedings. During 
the war, the Congress, along with many other Confederate institutions, 
delayed publication of many of its reports and even journals (which were 
later published by the U.S. Congress).** Despite these deficiencies in the 
historical record, however, the information essential to an understanding 
of the structure and administration of the Confederate state, as well as 
the voting behavior of congressmen on specific issues, can be retrieved 
from official documents. 

This comparison first describes those tests of legislative support for 
state expansion that involved closely similar policy choices in both the 
Union and Confederate Congresses. These symmetrical policy choices 
represent a wide sampling of the most important war measures considered 
in the Union and Confederacy. The significance of some of these, such 
as conscription and suspension of the writ of habeas corpus, rests upon 
a consensus in the scholarly community. Others, such as the initial de- 
cision to publicly fund construction of a private railroad branch line, are 
less commonly discussed.’° A broad sampling of nonsymmetrical but 


28. This study focuses on the House of Representatives in both the Union Congress and 
the Confederate Congress because the lower chamber contained many more members 
than the respective Senates. The greater number of members allows the analysis of 
voting patterns to reflect the support of the social base for state expansion in some 
detail (constituency sentiment in units smaller than an entire state). In contrast, 
senators not only represented much larger constituencies but were also indirectly 
selected (through their respective state legislatures) by those constituencies. 

29. Journal of the Congress of the Confederate States of America, 1861-1865, 7 vols. 
(Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1904-5). This record is subse- 
quently referred to by chamber (for example, Journal of the Confederate House of 
Representatives) and congressional session. These volumes also contain the Journal 
of the Confederate Constitutional Convention. 

30. One of the best general reviews of precedent-setting legislative decisions for the Union 
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equally important decisions has also been included. Each of these legis- 
lative contests lacked a close parallel in the other nation’s legislative 
chamber but are necessary to a full-bodied comparison of the two state- 
building efforts. 

The comparisons of Union and Confederate state performance and 
legislative support for state formation are made in forty-two policy 
areas.*' Each evaluation of state performance begins with the relatively 
narrow policy issue raised by deliberations in the legislature and expands 
into a broad discussion of related government structures and operations. 
A few of the most important comparisons, such as that concerning con- 
scription policy, necessitate lengthier treatment. Though each comparison 
is but a sample of the contour and content of the respective governmental 
systems, taken together they permit a quite detailed and complete inter- 
pretation of Confederate and Union state-building achievements. A full 
analysis of the voting patterns that underlay each of the legislative de- 
cisions concludes the chapter. 

The detailed comparisons that follow thus serve several purposes. On 
the one hand, they provide the necessary background for an investigation 
into the contrasting social bases of Union and Confederate state expan- 
sion. On the other, these comparisons of state development in individual 
policy areas support broadly textured characterizations of state—society 
relations under the two regimes. These characterizations are drawn in 
the concluding section of this chapter. Finally, this review requires a 
practical application of abstract “statist” principles through which the 
comparative performance of the two states might be evaluated. Through 
these comparisons the implications of a structural conceptualization of 
state strength are explored in a way that gives empirical meaning to 
abstract statist principles. The following discussion begins with an ex- 
amination of policy decisions within the two structural dimensions, cen- 
tralization of authority and administrative capacity. 


x. Centralization of authority 


The Union and Confederate congresses debated and subsequently voted 
on three representative policies that centralized authority within their 


Congress is Leonard P. Curry’s Blueprint for Modern America: Nonmilitary Legis- 
lation of the First Civil War Congress (Nashville, Tenn.: Vanderbilt University Press, 
1968). Also see Allan G. Bogue, The Congressman’s Civil War (Cambridge: Cam- 
bridge University Press, 1989), pp. xivxv, 140. For the South, see Amlund, Feder- 
alism in the Southern Confederacy, specifically pp. 44~63. 

31. In twenty of these policy areas decisions made by the Union and by the Confederacy 
were similar. The other twenty-four were concerned with questions unique to either 
Union or Confederate experience. 
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respective states: adoption of procedural rules ensuring that at least some 
legislative deliberations would be conducted in secret session; legislation 
that gave the president authority to commission military officers (taking 
that power away from the governors of the individual states); and res- 
olutions expelling legislators who had been duly elected by their constit- 
uencies. In addition to these parallel developments, four nonsymmetrical 
decisions have been included. Most of these involved Union policies: the 
service of border-state militia outside their own states, the creation of a 
Freedmen’s Bureau, nationalization of the currency, and the enactment 
of a general Reconstruction policy intended to reform the southern po- 
litical economy after the war was over. Only one important nonsym- 
metrical policy, concerning the scope of the proposed supreme court’s 
jurisdiction, emerged in the Confederate Congress. 


Secret sessions. As has been noted, Congress is commonly considered to 
be the least statist of the major branches of American government, owing, 
primarily to the permeability of the national legislature to public influence 
through elections. Any measure that insulates individual members of 
Congress from public pressure and electoral competition increases the 
autonomy of the institution and furthers the integration of the legislature 
with the other, more statist-oriented branches. The most important such 
measure adopted by the Union and Confederate states was the institution, 
through congressional resolution, of secret sessions from which the public 
and members of the press were excluded and concerning which con- 
gressmen were enjoined from discussion outside the chamber. 

The northern House of Representatives began the war with a rule 
requiring secret sessions when “confidential communications” were re- 
ceived from the president, but the rule did not provide for the punishment 
of members who violated the integrity of the proceedings. On January 
29, 1862, the House rectified this oversight by ordering the expulsion of 
any member who publicly revealed any information or action taken 
within a secret session. Throughout the life of the Thirty-seventh and 
Thirty-eighth congresses, however, the House rarely conducted its delib- 
erations in secret and the rule was seldom, if ever, used.’* In sharp 


32. The previously existing 137th rule of the House (without sanctions) was reprinted in 
the Congressional Globe 37:2:5 54, January 29, 1862. The text of the slightly different, 
proposed joint rule appears on the same page. The House tabled a motion to recon: 
sider the main question on this new rule by a recorded vote of 79 to 54 and the new 
resolution subsequently passed by voice vote. The recorded vote basically frustrated 
the delaying tactics of the new rule’s opponents and, thus, a “yea” vote for tabling 
tended to strengthen the statist orientation of the House. For a brief parliamentary 
history of the secrecy rule in U.S. House of Representatives, see Asher C. Hinds, 
Hinds’ Precedents of the House of Representatives of the United States, vol. 5 (Wash- 
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contrast, most major Confederate policies were discussed and adopted 
in secrecy, and secret sessions were convened throughout the life of the 
Confederate Congress.’’ From a statist perspective, this Confederate pol- 
icy was superior to the much more open deliberations of the Union 
Congress.** 


Appointment of military officers by state governors. The early mobili- 
zation of manpower into the Union and Confederate armies shared 
roughly similar characteristics. Both began their mobilizations with a 
presidential proclamation calling for the enlistment of troops from the 
(largely nonexistent) militia controlled by the individual states. Both na- 
tions also placed the first stages of mobilization under the administrative 
direction of state governors who issued their own facilitating procla- 
mations. Above and below the Mason Dixon line, local notables (plan- 
tation owners in the South, wealthy individuals in the North, and 
politicians in both sections) called for the organization of volunteer reg- 
iments at designated mustering points. When these regiments came up 
to strength, these notables were elected as commanding officers by the 
men they had attracted into their units and, as officers, were subsequently 
commissioned by their respective governors. The troops then took an 
oath of allegiance to the nation and authority over them was assumed 
by the central government.** The two armies mobilized in this way were 
almost entirely composed of men who had never before served in the 
military. On January 1, 1861, the regular army of the federal government 
contained just over 16,000 officers and enlisted men scattered over 100 
posts throughout the West, a few installations on the Atlantic coast, and 
a handful of arsenals. Of the 1,098 officers serving in the regular army, 
some 29 percent resigned or abandoned their commissions and joined 


ington, D.C.: Government Printing Office 1907), entry numbers 7247-8, pp. 1094— 
5. Also see Bogue, The Congressman’s Civil War, p. 102. 

33. Many members of the Confederate House complained that secret sessions made a 
mockery of the “representation” role of elected representatives. On several occasions, 
these members offered resolutions that would have made it more difficult for the 
House to invoke secrecy. The roll call on one of these resolutions — requiring that 
one-fifth of the members in attendance approve a motion to go into secret session — 
was the vote that best parallels the Union decision (Journal of the Confederate House 
of Representatives, 1:1:52, March 4, 1862). 

34. Once again, this comparison is restricted to conformity with statist principles of central 
organization and does not imply, for example, that secrecy in legislative deliberations 
was a more effective means of maintaining civilian morale. 

35. Kreidberg and Henry, History of Military Mobilization, pp. 116-9; Fred Albert Shan- 
non, The Organization and Administration of the Union Army, 1861-1865, vol. 1 
(Gloucester, Mass.: Peter Smith, 1965), pp. 159-70, 186-92; Coulter, Confederate 
States, p. 329-31. 


War mobilization and state formation North and South 119 


Table 3.2. Loyalty of regular army officers to the Union 


Joined the 

Category Union Confederacy 
Southern officers trained at West Point 162 168 
Southern officers previously appointed from civilian life I 19 
Northern officers 622 16 
Totals 785 313 


the Confederate military (see Table 3.2).** Defections included the last 
four secretaries of war to serve the antebellum Union (George Crawford 
of Georgia, Charles Conrad of Louisiana, Jefferson Davis of Mississippi, 
and John Floyd of Virginia), the adjutant general (Samuel Cooper), and 
the quartermaster general of the United States (Joseph E. Johnston).’” 
This reservoir of experienced officers was employed in very different 
ways in the Union and the Confederacy. The northern government, in 
what can only be viewed as a mistake, kept intact what remained of the 
regular army and thus prevented the distribution of experienced com- 
manding officers throughout the new and vastly larger volunteer army. 
As a result, officers of the regular army were seriously underutilized while 
northern volunteers were usually led, at least early in the war, by inex- 
perienced, powerful politicians or other notables.** The Confederacy, on 
the other hand, rapidly absorbed defecting officers into the volunteer 
forces and thus held an early advantage over the North in the exploitation 
of available command experience. This early advantage was, in part, due 
to the fact that most antebellum regular army units contained personnel 


36. The sixteen northern officers who went South had, in most cases, married southern 
women. Marcus Cunliffe, Soldiers and Civilians: The Martial Spirit in America, 1775— 
1865 (New York: Free Press, 1973), Pp. 340-1, 373-4; E. B. Long, The Civil War 
Day by Day (New York: Da Capo, 1985), p. 709; Kreidberg and Henry, History of 
Military Mobilization, pp. 90, 115~7. The wide difference in defection rates between 
‘West Point—trained southern officers and those appointed from civilian life (as political 
patronage) suggests that formal training in the academy was at least partially suc- 
cessful in promoting loyalty to the federal government. See, for example, James L. 
Morrison, “The Struggle between Sectionalism and Nationalism at Ante-Bellum West 
Point, 1830-1861,” Civil War History 19 (June 1973): 138-48. 

37. Kreidberg and Henry, History of Military Mobilization, pp. 86, 89, 115—7; on the 
disruptive impact of southern defections on the federal military, see A. Howard 
Meneely, The War Department, 1861: A Study in Mobilization and Administration 
(New York: Columbia University Press, 1928), pp. 06-7. For a list of Confederate 
officers who previously served in the U.S. Army, see the 1863 American Cyclopaedia, 

. 19-20. 

38. Kreidberg and Henry, History of Military Mobilization, p. 97; Shannon, Organization 

and Administration, p. 164. 
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drawn from all parts of the United States and thus did not defect to the 
Confederacy as units.’* Because defecting officers came into the Confed- 
eracy as individuals, distribution throughout the volunteer forces was 
almost automatic. 

Aside from conscription, the most difficult issue frustrating profes- 
sionalization of the Union and Confederate military forces concerned the 
appointment of officers to command in the volunteer army. In practice, 
the statist position was presidential appointment (which faced compe- 
tition primarily from the commissioning authority of governors). Both 
states moved to transfer appointment power from governors to the pres- 
ident in roughly the same way and at the same rate.*° 


Expulsion of members of Congress. Other than instituting secret sessions, 
one of the most significant ways in which a central state can reduce or 
shape the influence of the citizenry on governmental decisions is by reg- 
ulating the process through which officials are selected and imposing 
qualifying conditions on office holding. Such screens allow the state to 
regulate personnel recruitment and, in effect, negate or limit popular 
influence on the selection of central state agents. This can be done, for 
example, through restrictions on suffrage eligibility which control access 


39. Because the regular army was the only branch of the antebellum state that combined 
men from both free and slave states in the same units, military garrisons were the 
only surviving representatives of federal authority in the South after secession, Other 
branches appointed personnel from the surrounding regions in which they stationed 
officials and went over to the Confederacy en bloc. Thus Fort Sumter’s symbolic role 
as the sole remaining federal presence in Charleston, South Carolina, was, in part, 
preordained by the distinctive administrative design of the army. 

40. Coulter, Confederate States, pp. 329-31; Shannon, Organization and Administration, 
p. 170; W. H.H. Terrell, Indiana in the War of the Rebellion: Report of the Adjutant 
General (Indiana Historical Bureau, 1960; reprint of a 1869 edition), pp. 106, 108. 
In an important test of legislative support for this statist development in the North, 
the Union House of Representatives rejected an amendment to the bill establishing 
federal conscription authority on February 25, 1863 (55 members favored the amend- 
ment while 104 opposed). The amendment would have given governors (instead of 
the president) authority to appoint officers for army units organized under the draft 
(Congressional Globe 37:3:1292). The clearest test of Confederate congressional 
sentiment occurred on the adoption of an amendment to the 1862 conscription bill. 
As approved by the House, the amendment gave to governors the authority to com- 
mission officers who had been elected by enlisted men. The original provision, to be 
struck out by the amendment, had given commissioning authority to the president. 
Both alternatives contemplated a system that relied primarily on election by enlisted 
men. The chief difference between them lay in the location of the formal commis- 
sioning authority and, thus, in the relative centralization of the military hierarchy. 
See the Journal of the Confederate House of Representatives 1:1:224, April 14, 18623 
though the amendment was adopted by the Confederate House, the conscription act 
was returned to the original, state-enhancing text before enactment. Official Records 
of the Union and Confederate Armies, ser. IV, vol. 1, p. 1095 (for the appointment 
provisions in earlier enrolling legislation, see pp. 302, 826, 925). 
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to the ballot and thus prevent some portions of the citizenry from influ- 
encing the selection of elected officials. Office-holding requirements (such 
as age, residence, and citizenship) and loyalty oaths similarly restrict the 
pool of eligible candidates for elected office or bureaucratic service. The 
most rigorous method used by the Union and Confederate Congress was 
the expulsion of duly elected members. Three members were expelled by 
the Union House of Representatives during the four years of war. All 
represented border-state districts and were charged, accurately, with dis- 
loyalty to the Union government. Two were similarly expelled from the 
Confederate House, one from north Alabama and the other from Ten 
nessee. All five expulsions might be expected under conditions of ci 
war. The Union members were expelled because they failed to resign 
before joining the Confederacy. One of the expelled Confederates de- 
fected to the Union under similar circumstances. Only the expulsion of 
Henry Foote of Tennessee by the Confederate House set a slightly more 
important precedent as a potential control on the views and activities of 
legislators. One of the most vocal members of the House, Foote was a 
leading critic of administration policy and the foremost advocate of a 
war effort that would rely exclusively upon the uncoerced nationalism 
of the citizenry.*" 


Service of militia outside the state. This is the first of the five nonsym- 
metrical decisions involving centralization of authority within either the 
Union or Confederate states. The decision involved the service of border- 
state troops beyond the boundaries of their states. The issue arose after 


41. For expulsions from the Union House of Representatives, see the Biographical Di- 
rectory of the American Congress, 1774-1971 (Washington, D.C.: Government Print- 
ing Office, 1971), notes to pp. 175-83; and U.S. Congress, Joint Committee on 
Congressional Operations, House of Representatives Exclusion, Censure and Ex- 
pulsion Cases from 1789 to 1973 (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 
1973), Pp. 143-4. For the recorded vote and accompanying debate on the expulsion 
of John B. Clark of Missouri from the Union House, see Congressional Globe 
37:1:116—7, July 13, 1861 (the vote was 94 yea, 45 nay — almost exactly the two- 
thirds majority required under the Constitution). At the time of his expulsion, Clark 
was an officer in the prosecessionist Missouri State Guard and later became a Con- 
federate congressman. An attempt to expel Foote for attempting to cross over into 
Union lines failed in the Confederate House on a recorded vote on January 24, 1865 
(51 members favored expulsion, 25 opposed — the Confederate Constitution required 
an affirmative vote by two-thirds of the entire membership and abstentions killed 
this first expulsion effort). See Proceedings of the Confederate Congress, vol. 52, 
p. 215-16, November 15, 1864 (published as vols. 44-52 of the Southern Historical 
Society Papers (Richmond, Va., 1923~59)). These volumes, which contain abstracts 
and summaries of the deliberations of the Confederate Congress printed originally 
in the Richmond Examiner, are hereafter cited as Proceedings. Foote subsequently 
passed through the lines on the way to Washington and the Confederate House of 
Representatives expelled him. 
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President Lincoln had negotiated agreements for the enrollment of state 
militia into the federal army with the governors of Maryland and Mis- 
souri and backed passage of a similar arrangement for the enrollment of 
Kentucky troops. In all three cases, these agreements exchanged a rela- 
tively strong, but qualified guarantee that the militia would not have to 
serve beyond state lines in return for their incorporation into the Union 
army. Even though this concession facilitated the organization of border- 
state troops for local garrison duty along the Confederate frontier, Re- 
publican nationalists strongly opposed this pragmatic adjustment of 
Union sovereignty.** Though the nationalization of militia forces in the 
South faced a different set of problems, Confederate experience in this 
policy area was roughly similar.*” 


Establishment of the Freedmen’s Bureau. The American Civil War eman- 
cipated approximately four million slaves and these new “freedmen” 
presented the Union with an opportunity to remake the southern political 
economy even as the war raged on. During 1863 and 1864 Congress 
considered several proposals for the establishment of a separate agency 
to administer Union policy toward the freedmen. In the new bureau finally 
established in March 1865, Congress consolidated refugee relief efforts, 
freedmen’s affairs, and land redistribution.** Though land redistribution 
was soon stopped by Andrew Johnson’s pardon policy (which exempted 


42. The recorded vote on this issue arose over the adoption of a Senate amendment 
providing that “no volunteers or militia from any State shall be mustered into the 
service of the United States on any terms or conditions confining their service to the 
limits of said State or vicinity; and if any such volunteer militia are in service contrary 
to the provisions of this act the same shall be discharged.” Congressional Globe 
37:2:614, February 3, 1862; for general debate, see pp. 610-13. The House of Rep- 
Tesentatives rejected this central state-enhancing amendment (65 to 85). In his final 
report on Union conscription, Provost Marshal James B. Fry noted that casualties 
were much lower for border-state forces than for northern free-state troops because 
the former were used primarily in local garrison duty far away from the front line. 
See the Final Report of the Provost Marshal General, part 1, p. 74, in Report of the 
Secretary of War, 1865-1866, part 3 (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 
1866). tia service is a nonsymmetrical policy area because the issue never came 
to a vote in the Confederate Congress. 

43. Frank Owsley’s representation of Confederate performance as fatally hampered by 
limitations on national mobilization (in State Rights in the Confederacy (Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 1925}) has recently been effectively challenged by Ber- 
inger et al., Why the South Lost the Civil War, appendix 1, pp. 443-57- 

44. For contemporary discussion of the condition of refugees and freedmen throughout 
the South, see the 1865 American Cyclopaedia, pp. 370-8, 394—5, $15-16, 787-8, 
793-4. The test of congressional sentiment included here arose on March 1, 1864, 
when the Union House of Representatives narrowly passed legislation similar to the 
final act (Congressional Globe 38:1:566, 69 members supported passage, 67 op- 
posed). Disagreement between the House and Senate postponed final passage until 
the following year. 
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most former Confederates from confiscation) and government relief pro- 
grams for refugees rapidly wound down with the close of the war, the 
bureau’s activities also included more persistent efforts to promote the 
transition of the southern political economy from slavery to contractual, 
market-oriented forms of labor relations. Organized as a military bu- 
reaucracy, the agency sought to impose order on sometimes anarchic 
communities, imposed labor contracts on both plantation owners and 
freedmen as the Union attempted to reorganize and reestablish com- 
modity production, and sometimes preempted local courts if the latter 
failed to protect black interests. These and other activities carried out by 
the bureau represented a broad expansion of central government au- 
thority in areas previously exclusively controlled by the individual 
states.** The Confederacy, of course, possessed no counterpart to the 
Freedman’s Bureau. 


Reconstruction (the Wade—Davis Bill). Even more sweeping was the pro- 
cess created by the Union for the political reconstruction of the South. 
Though Lincoln’s initial efforts in Arkansas and Louisiana suggested a 
passive policy, Congress subsequently moved to enact a much more active 
general program that would have dramatically reapportioned political 
influence among the major groups within the southern political economy. 
Named for a senator from Ohio and a congressman from Maryland, the 
‘Wade—Davis Bill proposed to appoint interim military governors to ad- 
minister captured Confederate territory, to restrict suffrage eligibility and 
office holding to whites who had remained loyal to the Union (a tiny 
fraction of the southern population), and to repudiate all government 
contractual obligations created by the Confederacy or southern state 
governments.** These and other provisions of the bill effectively trans- 
ferred many aspects of individual state sovereignty to the national gov- 
ernment and, thus, vastly centralized political authority. Though Lincoln 


45. Eric Foner, Reconstruction: America’s Unfinished Revolution, 1863~1877 (New 
York: Harper & Row, 1988), pp. 68-70; Robert H. Bremner, The Public Good: 
Philanthropy and Welfare in the Civil War Era (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1980), 
pp. 115—19, 126-8; William S. McFeely, Yankee Stepfather: General O. O. Howard 
and the Freedmen (New York: W. W. Norton, 1968); James Smallwood, “Charles 
E. Culver, A Reconstruction Agent in Texas: The Work of Local Freedmen’s Bureau 
Agents and the Black Community,” Civil War History 27 (December 1981): 
350-61. 

46. Foner, Reconstruction, pp. 61-2; Michael Les Benedict, A Compromise of Principle: 
Congressional Republicans and Reconstruction, 1863—1869 (New York: W. W. Nor- 
ton, 1974), pp. 70-83. The Wade—Davis bill passed the House on May 4, 1864. 
Congressional Globe 38:1:2108; for debate, see pp. 2105-8. Seventy-three members 
supported passage, 59 opposed. 
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vetoed this bill, Congress ultimately enacted very similar policies during 
Andrew Johnson’s administration. 


Nationalization of the currency. As part of the northern effort to fund 
the war, the Union created a new national banking system (discussed 
separately in the review of extraction policies). Banks that joined the new 
system were allowed to issue “national bank notes” that were, in effect, 
a national currency (along with legal tender greenbacks). In the beginning 
these notes circulated alongside currency issued by the hundreds of state- 
chartered banks that already existed. In order to eliminate the notes issued 
by these latter institutions and thus centralize authority over the currency 
in the national government, a prohibitively high tax, 10 percent, was 
imposed on the circulation of state-chartered bank notes. While collecting 
almost no revenue, the tax effectively drove these notes out of the money 
supply and strongly encouraged the absorption of state-chartered banks 
into the national bank system. Both results strengthened the Union gov- 
ernment’s authority over the national financial system at the expense of 
the individual states.*? Because the Confederacy failed to establish an 
equivalent to the Union national bank system, southern currency con- 
tinued to be composed of a mixture of Confederate treasury notes, money 
issued by the individual state governments, and currency issued by banks 
chartered by the state governments. 


Jurisdiction of the Confederate Supreme Court. One of the most impor- 
tant centralization questions facing the Confederacy concerned the pos- 
sible jurisdiction of the Confederate Supreme Court over cases originating 
in the separate judicial systems of the individual states. The question 
arose not in the Confederate Congress but during the Constitutional 
Convention, when the framers included appeals from the highest tribunals 
of the individual states in the Supreme Court’s jurisdiction.**An attempt 
to delete this authority was defeated when the delegations tied in the 
voting. If the Confederacy had subsequently enacted the legislation nec- 


47. The tax was narrowly adopted by the U.S. House of Representatives on February 18, 
1865. Congressional Globe 38:2:906; 69 members supported the amendment im- 
posing the tax, 66 opposed. Albert S. Bolles, The Financial History of the United 
States, 1861 to 1885, vol. 3 (New York: Augustus M. Kelley, 1969), p. 194. 

48. An amendment to exempt these cases from the jurisdiction of the Supreme Court was 
offered from the floor of the convention on March 7, 1861. Louisiana, South Carolina, 
and Texas supported this restriction on central state authority; Alabama, Georgia, 
and Mississippi voted for an expansive jurisdiction; and Florida’s delegation split 
evenly. Journal of the Confederate Constitutional Convention, pp. 880-1; also see 
Lee, Confederate Constitutions, p. 08. 
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essary to establish the Supreme Court (discussed later in the text), the 
extension of jurisdiction to include decisions of the higher courts of the 
individual states would have formally written into fundamental law the 
power necessary for national supremacy and thus immeasurably concen- 
trated authority within the central state. The Union Constitution already 
provided for federal review of cases arising within the courts of the 
individual states and the question did not come up in the North. 

A total of eight policies have been described under the dimension of 
centralization of authority. In four of these areas of potential expansion, 
the Union and Confederate states traveled essentially parallel trajectories 
(with a possible slight statist advantage to the Confederacy in one or two 
instances). The expulsion of disloyal members, the erosion of the ap- 
pointment authority of state governors over military officers, the nation- 
alization of militia service, and the jurisdictional breadth of the respective 
supreme courts all assumed the form of comparatively equivalent ar- 
rangements in the two central governments. After the nationalization of 
the northern currency, the Union held a clear advantage in national 
financial policy. And, while the Confederacy was never presented with 
an opportunity to consider parallel measures, both Union Reconstruction 
and freedmen policies represented extraordinarily important preemptions 
of individual state sovereignty by the central government. The Confed- 
eracy was clearly more statist in only one area: the insulation of the 
legislature from societal influence by the institution of secret sessions. 
On the whole, therefore, Union measures to centralize authority were 
considerably more in keeping with statist design principles than those of 
the southern Confederacy. Both central states represented significant ad- 
vances over the antebellum Union government. 


2. Administrative capacity 


Administrative capacity is improved by any expansion of discretionary 
authority lodged within central state bureaucracy and by any arrange- 
ment that insulates the bureaucracy from purely political or partisan 
influence. Among the four branches, the bureaucracy is the most stat- 
ist, followed by the national courts, the presidency, and Congress, re- 
spectively. Thus, two kinds of legislative choice fall under the rubric 
of administrative capacity: those that transfer authority for deci- 
sions on specific policies among the branches of the central state and 
those that promise to increase the general autonomy of any branch 
and its independence from the influence of a less statist branch (for 
example, civil service rules that help insulate the bureaucracy from execu- 
tive influence). 
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Military academy appointments. The largest and most important bu- 
reaucracy in both the Union and Confederate states was, of course, the 
army, and one of the most pressing tasks associated with constructing a 
more efficient and insulated state apparatus was the depoliticization of 
military appointments. In the Union, the issue arose in connection with 
the appointment of cadets to the military academy at West Point. When 
the South seceded, the defection of southern cadets left behind many 
vacancies in the academy. To fill these vacancies and also to expand 
presidential influence over the selection of cadets, legislation was intro- 
duced in the Union Congress that gave the president authority to appoint 
cadets to those vacancies caused by secession. The number of such ap- 
pointments was to equal the number of (former) representatives and 
senators from the eleven states of the Confederacy but, unlike prior 
appointments, the president might select these cadets from anywhere in 
the Union without soliciting the recommendation of congressmen or 
senators.” 

In the Confederacy, the clearest and perhaps most hotly contested 
struggle between executive and legislative appointment arose over the 
appointment of midshipmen to the naval academy. When the Confederate 
Congress passed a bill reallocating authority over appointments to each 
individual representative and senator, President Davis vetoed the mea- 
sure. In his veto message, he cited the formal allocation of powers under 
the Confederate Constitution, which he interpreted as assigning all ap- 
pointments of officers to the executive. After vigorous debate, the House 
of Representatives sustained the veto and thus preserved presidential 
appointment authority.*° The Union and Confederate states thus expe- 
rienced similar struggles over the depoliticization of appointments. Al- 
though both Lincoln and Davis attempted to restrict the influence of 
congressmen and senators (who made recommendations largely moti- 
vated by electoral and patronage considerations), the Confederate pres- 


49. The bill, which also prescribed a loyalty oath and execution for “desertion” to the 
enemy, survived a tabling motion on July 30, 1861, by a vote of 72 to 51. Congres- 
sional Globe 37:1:348-9; for debate, see pp. 347-9. A similar, though more narrowly 
framed issue arose over the appointment of midshipmen to the Union naval academy. 
Congressional Globe, 37:3:748-9, February 5, 1863; 37:3:888-94, February 11, 
1863. On antebellum involvement of congressmen in cadet selection, see James L. 
Morrison, Jr., “The Best School in the World”: West Point, the Pre—Civil War Years, 
1833-1866 (Kent, Ohio: Kent State University Press, 1986), pp. 62—4; Stephen E. 
Ambrose, Duty, Honor, Country: A History of West Point (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins 
Press, 1966), pp. 128-9. 

50. Journal of the Confederate House of Representatives, 2:2:500-2, January 26, 1865; 
Proceedings, 52: 232, January 26, 1865. A majority (40 to 36) of the House of 
Representatives voted to override the veto but fell short of the two-thirds required 
by the Confederate Constitution. 
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ident more effectively and resolutely resisted congressional pressure. In 
practice, then, the Confederate state possessed an advantage over the 
more political practice of the Union in this policy area. 


Presidential removal of military officers. The Union and Confederate 
mobilizations brought many incompetent or otherwise undesirable in- 
dividuals to command in both armies (although the wide distribution of 
defecting federal officers throughout the volunteers partially alleviated 
the problem in the South). The removal of these incompetent officers 
became a goal of both governments, but strong resistance to reform 
developed among those who viewed their removal as an affront to states’ 
rights or the democratic rights of enlisted men. In the North, the Union 
moved, in the Army Act of July 22, 1861, to establish military commis- 
sions to review all officers in volunteer regiments.’ Those judged incom- 
petent were to be removed upon the president’s approval of the 
commissions’ recommendations. Within weeks, Congress considered ad- 
ditional legislation to expand this removal power to include professional 
officers in the regular army. In the House of Representatives the question 
was posed in such a way as to make inclusion of the professional officers 
one of the major issues. This question presented an interesting problem 
from a statist perspective because the inclusion of professional officers 
diminished the independence of the military bureaucracy from presiden- 
tial influence.** 

In October 1862, the Confederacy confronted this issue in roughly the 
same way by enacting legislation creating military boards to inquire into 
the competence of officers and recommend dismissal where necessary. 
Although the Confederacy acted later than the Union, the southern gov- 
ernment purged the officer corps more aggressively than did the North.*? 


51. See Official Records, ser. Ill, vol. 1, pp. 380-3 (General Orders No. 49) for the text 
of the act; also, p. 349 (General Orders No. 47). 

52. The House of Representatives decisively rejected the amendment to review profes- 
sional officers, 99 to 17. Congressional Globe 37:1:429, August 3, 1861. 

53. The issue of insulation of the military bureaucracy from presidential influence arose 
most clearly on the adoption of an amendment to a bill for “the organization of the 
Navy.” An amendment was offered that provided that “No officers appointed under 
the provisions of this act shall be finally dismissed from the service except upon the 
finding of a court-martial or court of inquiry after charges duly preferred.” The 
amendment would have restricted presidential authority to dismiss naval officers by 
providing for review by professional officers, thus partially insulating the naval bu- 
reaucracy from executive influence. The statist position failed when the amendment 
was defeated 13 to 17. Journal of the Provisional Confederate Congress, p. 125, 
March r1, 1867. For the text of the October 1862 act, see Official Records ser. IV, 
vol. 2, pp. 205-6; examinations of officers elected after enrollment in the national 
army were conducted as early as May 1862. See Official Records, ser. IV, vol. 1, 
pp. 1122-3, General Orders No. 36; Coulter, Confederate States, pp. 330-1. At least 
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On the whole, however, there was little difference between the organi- 
zation or performance of the two Civil War states with respect to the 
nationalization and bureaucratic insulation of their respective officer 
corps. 


Court of claims. Six nonsymmetrical decisions, two for the Union and 
four for the Confederacy, are included under the heading, administrative 
capacity. The first of these involved a proposed strengthening of the 
jurisdictional power of the federal court of claims. This body was orig- 
inally established under the antebellum federal government in 1855 and 
reviewed claims arising from contracts made with the national govern- 
ment. As originally structured, the court of claims could not render a 
final decision but could only report back to Congress the facts of the 
case and the court’s recommendation. In order to satisfy claims, Congress 
was thus compelled to pass appropriate legislation. As a development 
that shifted a portion of state activity from the legislature to a judicial 
body, the establishment of the court represented a statist enhancement 
of administrative capacity. 

In 1862 the Union Congress considered a bill that would have made 
all verdicts of the court final except certain cases involving large sums 
which might be appealed to the Supreme Court.°* Had it become law (it 
died in the Senate), this legislation would have represented a statist de- 
velopment in further insulating the judicial process from congressional 
influence. Although the Confederacy never established a court of claims, 
much of the same kind of activity was carried out within the central 
bureaucracy and the district courts where Congress had little or no in- 
fluence over the decisions.’* In practice, the Confederate arrangement 
was probably marginally more compatible with statist principles than 
the more legislative, political process in the Union. 


Board of admiralty. The vast expansion of the northern navy during the 
Civil War concentrated great power in the hands of the politically ap- 
pointed secretary of the navy and his closest subordinates. As Repre- 
sentative H. Winter Davis of Maryland described the arrangement 
produced by the war, 


1,700 Confederate officers were dismissed or led to resign; outright dismissals in the 
Union army amounted to only a “few hundred” with a correspondingly less important 
influence on decisions to resign from the service. Shannon, Organization and Admin- 
istration, pp. 186-7. 

54. Congressional Globe 37:2:1671—7, April x5, 1862. The decision included in the voting 
analysis involved the defeat of a motion to table (kill) the bill (83 to 40, p. 1677). 

55. Coulter, Confederate States, p. 123. 


War mobilization and state formation North and South 129 


The organization of the Navy Department... leaves the whole re- 
sponsibility of the construction of all naval vessels, their forms, struc- 
ture, armament, machinery, and materials, limited “only by the 
amount of money appropriated for their construction, at the irre- 
sponsible discretion of...three persons... for, the organization of 
the Navy Department is a Secretary who administers it, an Assistant 
Secretary who administers him, and the chiefs of bureaus who are 
the ministerial fingers and hands of the gentleman at the head of the 
Navy Department. Such an organization of a Navy Department exists 
nowhere else in the civilized world among naval Powers. 


In order to involve professional naval officers in making decisions for 
the department, Davis and other critics proposed the establishment of a 
board of admiralty modeled on the admiralty offices of the British navy. 
Such a body would have strengthened the statist design of the Navy 
Department by routinely and formally soliciting the advice and official 
recommendations of professional officers before the secretary could act. 
The Union Congress, however, defeated the proposed reform.** Since the 
Confederacy also did not create a board of this kind, the two national 
experiences were roughly equivalent in this area of potential state 
enhancement.*” 


General staff. During the early stages of mobilization, both the Union 
and the Confederacy created highly personalized military structures in 
which aides to the commanding officer were often tied to him through 
family or friendship relations. When the commanding officer changed 
postings or stepped down, his aides and immediate subordinates would 
be replaced by those similarly tied to the new commanding officer. In an 
attempt to professionalize the command structure, an amendment was 
offered in the Confederate House that would have added the following 
language to previously passed legislation organizing the general staff of 
the army: 


Adjutants appointed by the President shall be deemed officers of the 
general staff, shall be regarded as part of the commands to which 
they are attached and not as belonging to the personal staff of the 
officer [under] whose orders they may be serving for the time being, 


56. For the text of the proposed legislation, see the Appendix to the Congressional Globe 

41, February 3, 1865; for debate on the floor of the House of Representatives, 

see 38:2:35, 41-6, February 3, 1865; 38:2:46—9, February 4, 1865; the proposal 
drew the support of 60 members of the House, but the opposition of 70 more 
congressmen. Congressional Globe 38:2:628, February 7, 1865. 

57. For a description of the administrative structure of the Confederate Department of 
the Navy, see Joseph T. Durkin, Stephen R. Mallory: Confederate Navy Chief (Chapel 
Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1954), pp. 136-45. 
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and shall, where competent, be promoted in their several army corps 
as assistant adjutant and inspector generals to fill vacancies according 
to seniority. 


Although there were other attempts to professionalize the officer corps, 
few were so focused on the problem of transforming a military structure 
that originated largely in the personal recruitment efforts of individual 
members of the landed aristocracy into a permanent bureaucracy in which 
the separate organization of units, not their leaders, provided adminis- 
trative continuity. Although the Union Congress never addressed this 
issue as directly as did the Confederacy, the northern state probably had 
a more professionalized staff organization than did the South.** 


Exemptions from conscription. The Confederate draft was a much more 
complete manpower policy than the conscription policy of the Union. 
One of the features of the Confederate program that gave southern con- 
scription its strong statist character was the extensive categorization of 
occupational exemptions, which gave the Confederacy almost total con- 
trol over manpower allocation in the economy. Their one drawback was 
that they were written into statutory law and therefore more rigid and 
subject to legislative influence than a purely statist design would prescribe. 


58. Offered by John Baldwin of Virginia, the amendment passed the House by a wide 
margin (37 to 22). Journal of the Confederate House of Representatives, 1:2:533— 
4, October 11, 1862. The amendment apparently followed previous administrative 
attempts to professionalize staff organization (see General Orders No. 53, July 31, 
1862, Official Records, ser. IV, vol. 2, p. 26). President Davis had previously strength- 
ened the office of the Confederate Adjutant General as an alternative to the creation 
of a general-in-chief of the southern armies. The thrust of the legislative amendment 
and existing practice was, apparently, to insulate the adjutant general’s field officers 
from the influence of field generals. See Herman Hattaway and Archer Jones, How 
the North Won: A Military History of the Civil War (Urbana: University of Illinois 
Press, 1983), pp. 107-8. 

59. For other examples of legislation relating to the organization of a general staff of the 
army, see R. C. Gilchrist, General Orders of the Confederate States Army (Columbia, 
S.C.: Evans and Cogswell, 1864), pp. 86-7, 92-7. A related but separate issue in- 
volved the appointment of a “commanding general” to administer the Confederate 
military and serve just below President Davis. Because of the president’s strong op- 
position, a commanding general was not created until the war was almost over. 
Yearns, Confederate Congress, p. 108; Coulter, Confederate States, p. 332. Unlike 
the Confederacy, the Union separated centralized direction of the northern army from 
the executive office of the president from the very beginning of the war and, in 1862, 
attached most corps staff officers to their units as opposed to their commanders (sce 
the “Act to Amend the Act Calling Forth the Militia... July 17, 1862” and General 
Orders No. 212, December 23, 1862 in Official Records ser. Ill, vol. 2, pp. 281, 
953~4). For comparisons of Union and Confederate command structures that gives 
a slight edge to the North, see Hattaway and Jones, How the North Won, pp. 101— 
10, 117-24; Hagerman, The American Civil War and the Origins of Modern Warfare, 
p. xvi. 
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In an early contest over the determination of exempted occupations, the 
Confederate Congress rejected legislation that would have lodged all 
authority over exemptions with the secretary of war.°° In their deliber- 
ations, congressmen expressed opposition to the sheer power over the 
southern economy that would be placed in the hands of the War De- 
partment. Not only would the legislation have transferred authority from 
Congress to the president; implicit in the debate was the recognition that 
discretionary power in the hands of the central state carried much more 
coercive potential than categorical statutory exemptions. Discretion, for 
example, allowed the state to grant exemptions as an inducement for 
compliance in other governmental policies, thus furthering the complete 
mobilization of resources behind the southern war effort.** 

Approximately one year after this bill was defeated, however, the Con- 
federate Congress granted “the Secretary of War, under the direction of 
the President” the power to “exempt or detail such other persons [in 
addition to those already exempt] as he may be satisfied ought to be 
exempted on account of public necessity.”** Because the South carried 
out a state-directed allocation of manpower administered by a largely 
autonomous bureaucracy, Confederate conscription embodied a classic 
expression of statist principles never approached by the much more 
market-oriented policies of the Union. 


Civil service test. Although necessary to bureaucratic professionalization, 
the depersonalization of recruitment and promotion, taken alone, is not 
a sufficient guarantee of competent administrative performance. As bu- 
reaucratic functions specialize, personnel can no longer transfer freely 
between units, and demonstrated expertise becomes a critical factor in 
appointment to office. The Confederate Congress confronted this aspect 
of administrative capacity on March 11, 1863, when Muscoe Garnett of 
Virginia offered an amendment to a bill “to provide and organize engineer 
troops to serve during the war.” The amendment would have specified 
that “no officer shall be appointed or promoted under authority of this 
law until his qualifications have been tested by examination under rules 


60. The bill was very short and the most important clause read, “‘the Secretary of War 
shall ... with the approval of the President, exempt from all military service, or detail 
for specified purposes, such person or persons as...he may deem essential for the 
good of the service or the general interests of the country.” Journal of the Confederate 
House of Representatives, 1:3:36-7, 40-1, January 21~22, 1863. This statist proposal 
was narrowly defeated (35 to 39). 

61. For a general sampling of debate on this exemption bill, see Proceedings, 47:173, 
18x, 183, 205, 211-12 (January 21-27, 1863). 

62. See “An Act to Organize Forces to Serve during the War,” approved February 17, 
1864, in Official Records, ser. IV, vol. 3, pp. 178-81 (General Orders No. 26). 
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to be prescribed by the War Department, and appointment shall be made 
from those passing such examination in the order of merit.”* The im- 
petus for the amendment came from the reputed poor training of officers 
in the engineering corps.** A civil service test or other examination of 
competency strengthens administrative capacity because it transfers in- 
fluence over recruitment and promotion from the president (and, indi- 
rectly, the Senate) to the bureaucracy. Though this southern decision 
focused narrowly on the examination of military engineers (an area in 
which Union state performance was probably superior to the South), the 
Confederacy generally relied upon much more objective, competency- 
based criteria in making appointments in both the civil and military 
services than did the more politicized and patronage-oriented Union.* 


A Confederate Supreme Court. Throughout the life of the Confederacy, 
the judicial branch was hampered by the failure of Congress to organize 
the Supreme Court provided for in the Confederate Constitution. Al- 
though that failure also carried important implications for states’ rights, 
over the lifetime of the Confederate state the decision prevented the 
judiciary from successfully competing with the executive and legislative 
branches for influence. While the absence of a supreme court probably 
liberated, on occasion, the more statist bureaucracy, its absence had a 
negative effect on overall administrative capacity."* 


63. Journal of the Confederate House of Representatives, 1:3:172. The amendment was 
rejected on a roll call vote (24 to 45). For the text of the law ultimately passed by 
Congress (without a competency test), see Public Laws of the Confederate States of 
America, Third Session, First Congress (Richmond, Va.: R. M. Smith, 1863), pp. 98— 
9. For the military regulations that implemented the statute, see General Orders No. 
66 (May 22, 1863) in General Orders of the Confederate States Army, 1863, pp. 
70-1. 

64. See, for example, James L. Nichols, Confederate Engineers, Confederate Centennial 
Studies, no. 5 (Tuscaloosa, Ala.: Confederate Publishing, 1957), p. 32- 

65. Van Riper and Scheiber, “The Confederate Civil Service,” p. 470. 

66. The provisional constitution stipulated that judges of the district courts would, sitting 
together, compose the Confederate Supreme Court. Congress passed the necessary 
implementing legislation on March 16, 1861, but, before the court could convene, 
it passed a second statute providing that the court would not meet until organized 
under the permanent Constitution by the First Confederate Congress. The only serious 
subsequent attempt to establish the court came in the spring of 1863. At this time, 
however, the House of Representatives voted (39 to 30) to suspend consideration of 
the bill until the next session of Congress. With this postponement, serious efforts 
to organize the court ceased. Sidney D. Brummer, “The Judicial Interpretation of the 
Confederate Constitution,” in Studies in Southern History and Politics (New York: 
Columbia University Press, 1914), p. 1075 for the text of the act postponing orga- 
nization of the court, see Acts and Resolutions of the Third Session of the Provisional 
Congress, pp. 6-7; Robinson, Justice in Grey, pp. 420-34, 474-91. For background 
on the decision not to organize the court, see John Christopher Schwab, Confederate 
States of America: 1861-1865 (New York: Burt Franklin, 1968), pp. 219-20. On 
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Despite the failure of the Confederate Congress to establish a supreme 
court, the absence of this relatively statist institution was not, for a 
number of reasons, a serious impediment to the administrative perfor- 
mance of the Confederate state. In the first place, both the national district 
courts and the courts of the individual states were largely staffed by 
judges who had renounced their allegiance to the Union, resigned their 
federal posts, and been reappointed to the Confederate judiciary. Both 
these judges and those newly appointed were aware of and followed 
precedents established by the antebellum Supreme Court of the United 
States. Despite the absence of a supreme tribunal in the Confederacy, 
this practice unified constitutional interpretation throughout the South 
{incidentally minimizing differences between the constitutional law of the 
two nations), and generally strengthened the claims of the central gov- 
ernment. Second, on his own initiative, the attorney general of the Con- 
federacy reviewed laws enacted by the individual states for conformity 
with the Constitution, advised the government not to respect those that 
he considered unconstitutional, and generally consolidated some of the 
functions of a supreme court in the executive branch.*” Although the 
attorney general became less assertive in the last years of the Confederacy, 
his decisions consistently favored central state power. 

A pervasive tendency by the highest courts of the individual states to 
sustain the exercise of national authority also minimized any difficulties 
that otherwise might have arisen from the failure to establish a Confed- 
erate Supreme Court. Most of the cases implicating national sovereignty 
related in one way or another to conscription, and here the record of the 
individual state courts almost universally favored Richmond.” In fact, 
the courts were so compliant that some scholars have cited their record 
as one reason the Confederate Congress failed to establish a national 
tribunal. For all these reasons, the absence of a Confederate Supreme 
Court probably was not a serious menace to Confederate interests.°? 


the structure and operation of the Confederate courts generally, see Robinson, Justice 
in Grey, pp. 39-69. 

67. Amlund, Federalism in the Southern Confederacy, p. 833 Brummer, “Judicial Inter- 
pretation of the Confederate Constitution,” p. 132; Rembert W. Patrick, ed., The 
Opinions of the Confederate Attorneys General (Buffalo: Dennis, 1950), P. XX. 

68, Brummer, “Judicial Interpretation of the Confederate Constitution,” p. 133; Robin- 
son, Justice in Grey, p. 4363 J. G. de R. Hamilton, “The State Courts and the Con- 
federate Constitution,” Journal of Southern History 4 (November 1938): 425-48; 
Amlund, Federalism in the Southern Confederacy, pp. 88-92; Albert Burton Moore, 
Conscription and Conflict in the Confederacy (New York: Hillary House, 1963), 
pp. 162—90; John K. Bettersworth, Confederate Mississippi: The People and Policies 
of a Cotton State in Wartime (Philadelphia: Porcupine Press, 1978; reprint of 2 1943 
edition), pp. 72-4, 80. 

69. Robinson, Justice in Grey, pp. 435-6; Amlund, Federalism in the Southern Confed- 
eracy, pp. 84, 93- 
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Regardless of these apparently mitigating factors, the northern Union 
was much stronger than the Confederacy in this area of administrative 
capacity. 

This brief review of the administrative capacity of the Union and Con- 
federate states has focused on eight important areas in which major tests 
of legislative sentiment occurred. In the policy areas involving presidential 
removal of officers and the board of admiralty, neither the Union nor 
the Confederacy exhibited greater conformity to statist principles of in- 
ternal administrative organization. The Union probably had a slight ad- 
vantage in the professionalization of military staff personnel, while the 
southern state was slightly superior in making appointments to the mil- 
itary academies, determining claims made against the government, and 
relying on demonstrations of competence in civil and military appoint- 
ments. The Union had a clear advantage with respect to establishment 
of a supreme court while, in the most striking comparison, the Confed- 
erate state developed a discretionary, comprehensive manpower policy 
within the apparatus of the Bureau of Conscription and the Department 
of War that went far beyond anything the Union ever envisioned as a 
possibility. Though this record is mixed, the administrative design of the 
Confederate state appears to have been more consistent with statist prin- 
ciples than the Union. The southern statist orientation was most pro- 
nounced in questions allocating relative influence between the executive 
and Congress and between Congress and the central bureaucracy.”° Seen 
another way, a major comparative source of state strength in the Con- 
federacy was the structural weakness of the Confederate Congress in the 
southern central government. 

In several instances, the policy areas that gave rise to the administrative 
decisions discussed in this section also involved important substantive 
issues of citizenship duties to the state. In the case of manpower con- 
scription, Confederate policy was both administratively and substantively 
more statist than the Union because Confederate controls on the allo- 
cation of labor were both implemented by a more insulated bureaucracy, 
and more encompassing. In the case of the judiciary, administrative or- 
ganization and citizenship policies are more complexly related. On the 
one hand, Union administrative organization was more statist because 
the North maintained a complete judicial hierarchy while the Confederate 
system lacked a supreme court. On the other hand, Union policy was 
also more statist because the North more thoroughly limited the power 
of the courts to review decisions made by the chief executive and the 


70. See, for example, the three policy areas involving legislative authority: decisions of 
the Court of Claims, academy appointments, and discretionary authority over draft 
exemptions. 
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state bureaucracy. This apparent inconsistency is raised and resolved in 
the discussion of comparative Union and Confederate policies toward 
the suspension of the writ of habeas corpus in the following section. 


3. Citizenship 


Of all dimensions of central state authority, the American Civil War most 
profoundly shaped future state—society development in the relations of 
individual citizens to the state. Under the pressure of material and political 
mobilization, both the Union and Confederate states restructured the 
rights and duties of citizens in ways that reflected both roughly parallel 
developmental trajectories and major differences in the nature of the 
challenge each faced. In the Confederacy, the expansion focused on the 
duty of citizens to provide labor to the state and explored the potentially 
broad implications of a full, categorical mobilization of the manpower 
of the South. The Union enacted a much less comprehensive conscription 
policy. However, the northern state was comparatively aggressive in the 
repression of dissident political organizations and vocal opposition in the 
press. Within both nations, but particularly in the Union, the war trans- 
formed slaves into freedmen, thus moving them from one dimension 
(property) to another (citizenship). 


Conscription. The decisions to conscript men into the military and to 
grant to the president the authority to suspend the writ of habeas corpus 
were the most significant state power-enhancing measures ever adopted 
by the Confederate state. The only measure that might compete in im- 
portance was embodied in legislation that regulated the already existing 
practice of impressment.”' (During the Civil War, “impressment” referred 
to the forcible appropriation of property by the state in return for at 
least token compensation, the amount to be decided by government 
agents). The first conscription act was passed by the Confederate House 
of Representatives on April 14, 1862, and enacted into law two days 
later. This act declared all able-bodied, white males between the ages of 
eighteen and thirty-five subject to service in the Confederate military and 
retained those already enrolled in the army for an additional three years. 
Conscription dramatically centralized control over the organization of 
the military forces of the Confederacy by eliminating or severely reducing, 
most aspects of participation by individual state governments. Conscrip- 


71. Fora general history of conscription in the Confederacy, see Moore, Conscription 
and Conflict; Schwab, Confederate States of America, pp. 193~202. 
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tion also enmeshed the individual citizen in a direct and subordinate 
relationship to central state authority.”* 

The original Confederate conscription act predated a much weaker 
Union policy by over a year and was the first military draft in American 
history. It was extensively enforced.”* Even so, the unrelenting require- 
ments of the war effort demanded an even harsher manpower policy. In 
November of 1864, the secretary of war advocated an end to all ex- 
emptions except those “‘officers actually essential to the conduct of the 
Confederate and State Governments” and that all other able-bodied men 
“without distinction, be at once devoted to the sacred duty [of } defending, 
their country in the field.”’* Conscription, particularly discretionary au- 
thority over the granting of exemptions, gave the Confederate govern- 
ment almost complete command over the labor force throughout the 
southern economy. In turn, the Confederate government's control over 
the supply of labor gave the central state indirect control over industrial 
and agricultural production, including profit margins on government 
contracts and price ceilings on agricultural produce.’* 


72. The combination of conscription with suspension of the writ of habeas corpus vastly 
increased the vulnerability of the individual citizen co central state controls. Suspen- 
sion in effect made conscription decisions involving individual men unappealable and 
thus gave conscription agents complete discretion over the determination of exemp- 
tions and eligibility. For the South, see Moore, Conscription and Conflict, pp. 86— 
7; for the North, James Ford Rhodes, History of the United States, vol. 4 (New York: 
Macmillan, 1920), p. 417- 

73. In 1864 the chief of the Confederate Bureau of War noted, “The conscription is now 
being pressed mercilessly. It is agonizing to see and hear the cases daily brought into 
the War Office, appeal after appeal and all disallowed. Women come there and weep, 
wring their hands, scold, entreat, beg, and almost drive me mad. The iron is gone 
deep into the heart of society.” Robert Kean, Inside Confederate Government, edited 
by Edward Younger (New York: Oxford University Press, 1957), p. 174. 

74. Confederate States of America, War Department, Report of the Secretary of War 
(Richmond, Va., 1864), p. 7. In describing the improvements embodied in the 1864 
revision, Richard Goff has observed that from ‘‘an administrative viewpoint the act 
left little to be desired, except for the exemption of officialdom and professionals.” 
Charles Ramsdell praised the same act because it abolished previously protected 
exemptions and “authorized the Secretary of War to detail men for certain necessary 
civil services” which left “factory owners... entirely at the mercy of some government 
bureau.” Goff, Confederate Supply, pp. 95, 163; Charles W. Ramsdell, Behind the 
Lines in the Southern Confederacy (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 
1944), Pp. 102. 

75. Amlund, Federalism in the Southern Confederacy, pp. 63-71, and Charles W. Rams- 
dell, “The Control of Manufacturing by the Confederate Government,” Mississippi 
Valley Historical Review 8 (December 1921): 235. As an example of agricultural 
price controls, see Goff, Confederate Supply, p. 162. Goff adds that the “broad 
exemption-and-detail provisions” of the third conscription act (February 17, 1864) 
“put the government in a general position to control farm and factory labor, and in 
the face of mounting subsistence shortages, the act, together with subsequent War 
Department rulings, spelled out government controls over agriculture with even 
greater precision.” 
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The Confederate government seems to have most actively exercised 
this command over the supply of labor in relation to central state direction 
of private wool, cotton, leather, shoe, and general ordnance production.”° 
The most extensive use of exemption authority was, however, in relation 
to Confederate direction of railroad operations.’”” Control of railroad 
traffic, in turn, complemented the state’s influence over industrial pro- 
duction because, given the shortfall in railway capacity, control of rail- 
road operations was roughly equivalent to control over the allocation of 
raw materials. Compliant factories were systematically favored by Con- 
federate quartermasters. Outside the conscription-centered system of in- 
dustrial and agricultural controls, the provisions of an “Act to Lay Taxes 
for the Common Defence and Carry on the Government of the Confed- 
erate States,” amended February 17, 1864, effectively conferred upon 
the central government potential licensing authority over all major trades, 
businesses, and occupations.”* Together, Confederate direction of railway 
operations, taxation, and conscription conferred upon the central gov- 
ernment almost absolute control over the southern economy. At all times, 
however, the manpower authority embodied in the conscription and 
exemption acts was far and away the most important source of central 
state influence.” The final report of the Bureau of Conscription, issued 


76. Ramsdell, “The Control of Manufacturing,” pp. 234-40, 245-6. For an example of 

military enforcement of labor in detailed or exempted occupations, see R. H. P. 
Robinson, General Orders of the Confederate States Army, 1863 (Richmond, owas 
A. Morris, 1864), no. 30 (March 18, 1863), p. 28: “conscripts or detailed men leaving 
their employment without written permission shall be reported to the nearest enrolling 
officer, to be tried and punished as deserters.” 

77. Goff, Confederate Supply; Amlund, Federalism in the Southern Confederacy, pp. 47— 
8; Francis B. C. Bradlee, Blockade Running during the Civil War: And the Effect of 
Land and Water Transportation on the Confederacy (Salem, Mass.: Essex Institute, 
1925), p. 255; and Charles W. Turner, “The Virginia Central Railroad at War, 1861— 
1865,” Journal of Southern History 12 (November 1946): 513. 

78. Dozens of different occupations and businesses were assigned specific taxes that could 
have easily become prohibitive. Laws of Congress in Regard to Taxes, Currency, and 
Conscription (Richmond, Va.: James E. Goode, 1864), pp. 3-20. 

79. The enforcement of conscription also threatened to turn the Bureau of Conscription 
into a central manpower agency for employment within the Confederate government 
itself. For General Orders No. 7 (January 19, 1863) which recognized the exempted 
status of Post Office Department employees, see General Orders of the Confederate 
States Army, 1863, p. 8. On the implications of conscription enforcement on Ord- 
nance Bureau operations, see Frank E. Vandiver, “Makeshifts of Confederate Ord- 
nance,” Journal of Southern History 17 (May 1951): 190. On a conscription-induced 
shortage of clerks in the Treasury Department, see Todd, Confederate Finance, 
pp. 10-11. On John Whitner’s difficulties in preparing a record of the Confederate 
Constitutional Convention (because conscription officers repeatedly drafted his as- 
sistants), see Ulrich B. Phillips, ed., The Correspondence of Robert Toombs, Alexander 
H. Stephens, and Howell Cobb in the Annual Report of the American Historical 
Association, 1911, vol. 2 (Washington, D.C.: 1913), pp. 602-3. On the relationship 
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in 1865, estimated that 177,000 men had been enrolled from areas east 
of the Mississippi. In his Conscription and Conflict, Albert Moore con- 
cluded that the bureau’s estimate should be raised to at least 300,000 
(effectively accounting for between 30 and 50 percent of all enlistments).°° 

For many reasons, the Union implemented a much weaker manpower 
policy than did the South. In the first place, the North instituted a federal 
draft almost a year after the Confederacy.*’ By this time the war was, 
as it turned out, almost half over and many of the possible connections 
between conscription and control of industrial production would not 
have had time to develop even if northern policy had been as compre- 
hensive at that in the South. In fact, however, Union conscription was 
structured so that a comprehensive manpower policy was completely 
beyond the reach of the northern government. The Union draft allowed 
exemptions for physical or mental disability, for specified family rela- 
tionships involving dependents, and for high federal or state officials but, 
unlike Confederate policy, did not offer occupational deferments. In some 
respects, Union conscription resembled a system of taxation by offering 
(until summer 1864) exemptions to anyone willing to pay the government 
$300 and, throughout the war, allowed draftees to hire a substitute to 
serve in their place. (Early in the war, the Confederacy also allowed 
substitution, but the practice was abolished in December 1863.) Both 
nations offered bounties to volunteers, but only the Union devoted both 
a comparatively and absolutely large portion of the government’s re- 
sources to cash incentives.** Finally, the quotas assigned to the individual 
states of the North could be filled by sending agents into occupied regions 
of the South to enlist freed slaves."* Because of these “free-market” as- 


between departmental operations and conscription enforcement generally, see Goff, 
Confederate Supply. 

80. Pp. 355—8. Many “voluntary” enlistments were, in fact, the result of the imminence 
of conscription. Also see Thomas, The Confederate Nation, p. 155. 

81. The Union House of Representatives passed the conscription bill on February 25, 
1863 (115 members supported passage, 48 opposed; Congressional Globe 
37:3:1293). For the text of the conscription law, sce Frank Moore, ed., Rebellion 
Record, vol. 1 (New York: G. P. Putnam, Henry Holt, 1864), pp. 270-4. 

82. For accounts and descriptions of the Union draft, see the 1863 American Cyclopaedia, 
pp. 361-71; 1864 American Cyclopaedia, pp. 32-5; 1865 American Cyclopaedia, 
pp. 30-2; Shannon, Organization and Adminisiration, pp. 259-323; and Eugene C. 
Murdock, One Million Men: The Civil War Draft in the North (Madison: State 
Historical Society of Wisconsin, 1971). Bounties paid out by the Union (including 
those offered by state and local governments) are estimated to have totaled $750 
million — more than all quartermaster expenditures for the entire war, about as much 
as all regular salaries paid to the troops after enlistment, and five times as much as 
all ordnance expenditures. Kreidberg and Henry, History of Military Mobilization, 
pp. 108-10. 

83. 1863 American Cyclopaedia, pp. 25~6; for a sample of legislative debate on this 
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pects of northern conscription policy, the Union drafted only a fraction 
of all men who finally served in the war and those who did serve were 
not chosen as part of a larger, comprehensive manpower program." In 
contrast, Confederate conscription allocated labor throughout the mo- 
bilized southern economy.** The implications of this more statist policy 
reached beyond the direct supply of manpower to the front and deep 
into the very fabric of industrial and agricultural production.*¢ 


Suspension of the writ of habeas corpus. The power of the judiciary to 
demand that the executive (or monarch) justify the detention or impris- 
onment of citizens can be traced back to the Magna Charta. In brief, the 
writ of habeas corpus compels agents of the executive to produce the 


policy, see Congressional Globe 38 
the War, pp. 72-3. 

84. Only 6 percent of all men who served in the federal army can be directly attributed 
to the draft although some doubtless volunteered because conscription presented them 
with a harsher alternative. Kreidberg and Henry, History of Military Mobilization, 
p. 108. As Coulter summarized the comparative Civil War experience, “No wheel of 
fortune was necessary {in the South], as was the case in the North, for all were in 
the army, and it was merely a matter of reaching them and either exempting them 
or sending them on to camps of instruction, from which they would later be sent to 
the army....In some [southern] communities the country had been swept clean of 
men.” Confederate States of America, pp. 323-5. 

85. Some scholars have argued that Confederate conscription policy was counterpro- 
ductive in that, according to these critics, the southern government lost more in civilian 
morale than it gained in manpower. See, for instance, Coulter, Confederate States, 
PP. 327-8. These critics operate within a logic that can claim that the Confederate 
state would have been “stronger” if it had abolished conscription and relied upon 
volunteers in military recruitment. Such a definition of a strong state allows them to 
identify and connect political “mistakes” to the effectiveness of the Confederate war 
effort. While the attractiveness of that logic should be clear, the problematic conflation 
of state authority and societal impact should be equally obvious. In addition, the 
inclusion of considerations of political efficacy in a conception of state strength 
inevitably involves contextual factors of the political environment that would ulti- 
mately reduce every instance of state development to idiosyncratic exceptionalism. 
For example, the calculation of advantage in a trade-off between morale and man- 
power, if such a trade-off indeed existed, is inextricably grounded in a specific his- 
torical context. For my limited purposes, the text assumes that a state designed 
according to statist principles maximizes the effectiveness of war mobilization. This 
assumption allows a full analysis of the Union and Confederate performance but 
excludes contextual factors that may have influenced the efficacy of individual war 
measures. 

86. Kreidberg and Henry, History of Military Mobilization, p. 136 and, generally, 136— 
7, 139. Published by the U.S. Army in 1955, this work listed a number of lessons to 
be learned from the experience of the Civil War. As the accompanying discussion 
made clear, the Confederate mobilization was considered more applicable to modern 
warfare in almost every respect other than the utilization of black soldiers. Other 
scholarly evaluations have also favored the South. See, for example, Shannon, Or- 
ganization and Administration, p. 269; Murdock, One Million Men, pp. 24-53 Coul- 
ter, Confederate States of America, p. 145. 
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“body” of the prisoner named in the writ and explain his detention under 
the law. The United States Constitution recognized this English and co- 
lonial right in Article I, Section 9 and further provided that the writ could 
only be suspended “when in cases of rebellion or invasion the public 
safety may require it.” From one perspective, the writ is not a right of 
citizenship but, instead, represents an allocation of authority between the 
judiciary and the executive bureaucracy. The writ of habeas corpus, in 
effect, assigns authority to the judiciary to review and overturn actions 
taken by the executive and his agents. How much the rights of individual 
citizens are protected by the writ depends on how the courts use that 
authority and the nature of the laws under which the executive may 
justify the detention of citizens. Suspension of the writ thus transfers 
authority from the courts to the executive; on its face then, suspension 
may be a negative development in terms of administrative capacity (be- 
cause the judiciary has a more statist role than that played by an elected 
chief executive)."” However, since the courts can only use this power to 
limit state authority over the citizenry, the writ also has even more im- 
portant substantive implications on the breadth of central state authority 
that outweigh its potential impact on administrative capacity. Everything 
considered, these substantive considerations support an interpretation of 
suspension as an expansion of central state authority. 

During the American Civil War, both the Union and Confederate states 
suspended the writ. In the North, Lincoln first suspended the power of 
the courts to review detentions along the rail corridor between Phila- 
delphia and Washington, D.C., on April 27, 1861. His action was in 
response to civilian attacks on Union troop movements in the city of 
Baltimore. Because Congress was not in session, Lincoln’s proclamation 
was an aggressive assertion of executive power, in that congressional 
concurrence, commonly considered to be required by the Constitution, 
was not evidenced by supporting legislation. Lincoln’s unilateral action 
led the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court, Roger B. Taney, to rule that 
the proclamation was unconstitutional and therefore void. However, 
citing Lincoln’s proclamation, the military commander to whom the rul- 


87. In terms of administrative organization, evaluation of the statist implications of sus- 
pension turns on whether the central bureaucracy systematically exercises power over 
the citizenry (as in conscription) or whether the chief executive implements more 
discretionary controls (represses dissent by jailing political opponents, for example). 
In most cases, suspension of the writ would probably enhance statist organization in 
the first instance (by removing an impediment to bureaucratic policy). In the latter 
instance, suspension might weaken state organization by failing to provide for sys- 
tematic review of decisions by a lesser branch of the government (lesser in terms of 
statist principles). These considerations again underscore the complex and often am- 
biguous role of the judiciary in statist theory. 
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ing was addressed simply refused to comply with Taney’s order.** Sub- 
sequent proclamations extended the suspension to the rail corridor 
between Philadelphia and Maine, the entire states of Kentucky and Mary- 
land, the city of St. Louis, and, ultimately, the entire nation. The power 
conferred upon federal authorities was almost absolute. When speaking 
with the British ambassador, William Seward, the secretary of state, only 
slightly overstated his power when he said, “I can touch a bell on my 
right hand and order the imprisonment of a citizen of New York; and 
no power on earth except the President can release them.’*? For all 
practical purposes, federal detention under suspension of the writ and 
arrests of citizens under martial law were one and the same thing.’’ 
Execution of central state policy in both cases was carried out by the 
military under executive direction and the sweeping repression of dissent 
and public resistance to Union policy tended to blur any distinction 
between civilian and military rule. 

Both suspension of the writ and martial law were used by the Union 
to detain thousands of individuals who represented real and imagined 
threats to the security of the government, and to close down dissident 
newspapers or influence their editorial policy.’ In most elections held in 


88. James G. Randall, Constitutional Problems under Lincoln (Urbana: University of 
Ilinois Press, 1964), pp. 120-4, 161-3. On December 8, 1862, the U.S. House of 
Representatives passed legislation retrospectively endorsing all presidential suspen- 
sions between April 1861 and December 1862, voiding all litigation that had already 
‘or might arise under those proclamations, and conferring upon the president full, 
discretionary authority over suspension in the future. This bill passed by a 2 to t 
margin (90 yea votes to 45 nay — this is the legislative test of statist sentiment in the 
North). Congressional Globe 37:3:22; for a public protest against passage of this 
bill, signed by 37 members of the House, see pp. 165-6, December 22, 1862; for 
subsequent deliberations, see pp. 1102-7, February 19, 1863; p. 1479, March 2, 
1863; for the text of the final act, see 1863 American Cyclopaedia, pp. 255-6. 

89. Quoted in Meneely, War Department, p. 224n. 

go. 1861 American Cyclopaedia, pp. 438-42. In the Confederacy, also, most civil and 
military officers considered suspension of the writ and martial law inextricably con- 
nected. Even before the presidential authority was used to suspend the writ, for 
example, “numerous arrests were made in the Confederate States by the civil and 

authorities, both State and federal, on charges of treason and on suspicion 
of aiding and abetting the enemy. Many of the arrests made by military commanders 
were, to say the least, extraconstitutional. Some were in the broad twilight zone 
between war crimes and treason. The Army usually refused to yield a prisoner on a 
writ of habeas corpus on the ground that no civil court had power to inquire into 
the detention of prisoners of war...on the theory that upon dissolution of the Old 
Union every citizen had the right to determine whether he would remain a citizen of 
the United States or go with his State to the new Confederacy.” The interpretation 
of citizenship related in the last portion of this passage was supported by a U.S. 
Supreme Court decision handed down in 1830 in a case arising out of the American 
Revolution. Robinson, Justice in Grey, p. 385- 

91. For both specific and general descriptions of detentions under suspension, see 1861 

American Cyclopaedia, pp. 354-62; 1862 American Cyclopaedia, pp. 508-16; 1863 
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the border states during the war the military relied on martial law to 
screen eligible voters and influence results in favor of candidates who 
supported the Union war effort. In Maryland, the federal government 
seized secessionist members of the state legislature and, in Baltimore, a 
federal commander even stopped the sale of pictures of Confederate 
military officers and political leaders.’* Viewed in its entirety, federal 
suspension of the writ was notable both for a broad realization of its 
repressive potential and for the fact that the executive claimed unilateral 
authority for its exercise. 

In the South, Jefferson Davis was comparatively less assertive than 
Lincoln in several respects. For one thing, the Confederate president never 
suspended the writ without first requesting and receiving congressional 
approval for this authority. For another, even when granted this power, 
Davis never used suspension as sweepingly or with as much overt political 
purpose.”’ As in the North, suspension of the writ reinforced the discre- 


American Cyclopaedia, pp. 469-91, 518-25; 1864 American Cyclopaedia, pp. 421- 
55 for the entire war, the Provost Marshal's office in Washington reported some 
38,000 arrests, including detentions of draft violators and prisoners of war as well 
as “offenders against the State.” 1865 American Cyclopaedia, pp. 414-21. For ac- 
counts and lists of newspapers closed by military authorities or destroyed by mobs 
(often with the tacit approval of local representatives of the Union government), see 
1861 American Cyclopaedia, pp. 328-30; 1863 American Cyclopaedia, pp. 423-53 
1864 American Cyclopaedia, pp. 389-94; Frank Leslie's Illustrated Newspaper, Oc- 
tober 5, 1861; Long, Civil War, pp. 108-11, 119-20, 158, 316, 319, 321, 326, 362, 
504. While the number of newspapers that were closed was quite large, James Rhodes 
concluded that the “public prints were substantially untrammelled” because many 
papers violently critical of the Union war effort continued to publish. History of the 
United States, vol. 3, p. 440. 

92. Rhodes, History of the United States, vol. 3, pp. 440-1; 1863 American Cyclopaedia, 
PP. 530-1, 606-16; 1864 American Cyclopaedia, pp. 451~3; 1865 American Cy- 
clopaedia, pp. 568-76; Long, Civil War, pp. 66, 79, 90, 108, 127, 151-2, 186, 261, 
270-1, 325, 409, $34, 696. Commenting on the use of martial law in Maryland, the 
British ambassador to the United States, Lord Lyons, wrote Earl Russell on September 
16, 1861: “A war has been made at Baltimore upon particular articles of dress, 
particular colors, portraits of Southern leaders and other supposed symptoms of 
supposed disaffection. The violent measures that have been resorted to have gone far 
to establish the fact that Maryland is retained in the Union only by military force.” 
Quoted in Bradley T. Johnson, Maryland, vol. I of Confederate Military History 
(Atlanta: Confederate Publishing Co., 1899), p. 95- 

93. The Confederate Congress passed legislation authorizing suspension on four separate 
occasions. The first law was approved February 27, 1862, which, after a second act 
passed April r9, was set to expire on October 13, 1862 (thirty days after the next 
meeting of Congress). On that date, Congress approved a third suspension act, which, 
again, was set to expire thirty days after the next meeting of Congress. On February 
13, 1863, the authority expired, only to be renewed one year later, on February 15, 
1864, under a fourth and final law. The renewal expired ninety days after the next 
meeting of Congress, August 1, 1864. Under the first and subsequent laws, authority 
to suspend the writ was given for all arrests made by the central government for 
offenses against the Confederacy. The fourth statute detailed these offenses, including 
treason, desertion, sabotage, and unlawful intercourse with the enemy, but, in prac- 
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tionary power of the executive at the expense of the national judiciary 
and the rights of the citizenry. In the South, however, suspension was 
also a measure that concentrated authority in the central government at 
the expense of the individual states. Because the Confederacy never es- 
tablished a supreme court and because the district courts tended to be 
the pliant tools of executive policy, most writs were issued by the courts 
of the individual states. In the absence of a fully integrated national 
judiciary, the suspension acts thus allowed Confederate officials to ignore 
the otherwise definitive rulings of local and individual state courts. In 
Georgia and North Carolina, in particular, suspension of the writ was 
thus viewed as a direct assault on states’ rights.°* 

In response to invasion by the Union army, Davis used his powers of 
suspension for the first time to declare martial law in Norfolk and Ports- 
mouth, Virginia, on February 27, 1862. Three days later martial law was 
extended to include Richmond and all areas within ten miles of the city. 
His proclamation suspended the writ of habeas corpus, replaced all ci 
authority (the mayor excepted) with military rule, and closed all distil- 
leries and liquor stores. Similar proclamations under the first suspension 
act later included other areas of Virginia, the city of Memphis, the De- 
partment of East Tennessee, and much of the territory surrounding 
Charleston, South Carolina. Proclamations issued by either the president 
or individual military commanders extended suspension to the cities of 
Mobile, New Orleans, Atlanta, and Salisbury, North Carolina; the entire 
states of Arkansas and Texas; and portions of Louisiana and Missis- 
sippi.** Even so, most arrests under martial law were probably related 
to the sale of liquor by civilians to enlisted men, usually in camps.°* In 


tice, it was almost as broad a grant of authority as the original. Schwab, Confederate 
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(March 19, 1864) in Acts of the General Assembly of the State of Georgia, pp. 
152-4. 

95. Long, Civil War, p. 176; Schwab, Confederate States of America, pp. 186-7; Owsley, 
State Rights in the Confederacy, pp. 151-2, 157-60; Coulter, Confederate States of 
America, p. 3373 Bettersworth, Confederate Mississippi, p. 78. 

96. See, for example, the summary of “Sentences by Court-Martial” carried in the Rich- 
mond Dispatch, December 5, 1862. 


144 Yankee Leviathan 


1862 the Confederate secretary of war expressed the hope that “this 
revolution may be successfully closed without suppression of one single 
newspaper in the Confederate States” and, indeed, only one paper (in 
Knoxville, Tennessee) seems to have been closed by national authorities; 
only one other (in Raleigh, North Carolina) was destroyed by mob 
action.”” 

The writ of habeas corpus was formally suspended by congressional 
action for only eighteen months and President Davis was unwilling to 
suspend the writ by executive proclamation.”* In other periods, however, 
Confederate military officers often acted as if the writ were formally 
suspended, by resorting to martial law. The military thus partially filled 
the breach in periods when the Confederate Congress failed to pass 
enabling legislation. Even allowing for these supporting, extrastatutory 
efforts, however, the Confederate experience with suspension of the writ 
and martial law was considerably less statist than the administrative 
structure and implementation in the North.”” 


Emancipation amendment. The destruction of slavery also introduced 
important changes in the citizenship dimension. Before the Civil War, 
most national and individual state government policies considered slaves 
solely as property and regulated the institution of slavery largely as a 
matter of property rights. Since property rights were almost entirely 
controlled by local governments, most aspects of slavery in the antebellum 
period did not involve either questions of citizenship (because slaves were 
not considered citizens) or central state authority. The Emancipation 
Proclamation of September 1862 was the first major step toward ex- 
tending national authority over the institution of slavery and placed many 
former slaves under the citizenship dimension of central state authority 
for the first time. Even more important was passage of the emancipation 
amendment to the Constitution of the United States, which abolished 


97. Coulter, Confederate States of America, p. 5033 Long, Civil War, pp. 131, 408; 1861 
American Cyclopaedia, pp. 438-42. Bettersworth similarly concluded that “there was 
almost no restriction upon the freedom of the press in Mississippi during the war.” 
Confederate Mississippi, p. 337. 
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passage of the bill that renewed executive authority originally granted on February 
27, 1862 (Journal of the Confederate House of Representatives, 1:2:518, October 
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99. Suspension of the writ in the northern Union tightened the hold of Republicans on 
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state of Indiana from 1863 to 1865 after the state legislature, controlled by the 
Democratic party, refused to enact war measures. See Allan Nevins, The War for the 
Union: War Becomes Revolution, 1862-1863 (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 
1960), pp. 390-2. 
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slavery throughout the Union. From a statist perspective, the Thirteenth 
Amendment should be interpreted as a major expansion of central state 
authority not so much because slavery was abolished but because the 
central state in effect nationalized governmental regulation of American 
black labor in the process of emancipating slaves.‘*? Though the Con- 
federacy nationalized some aspects of slaves as property (for example, 
by making slaves susceptible to confiscation and impressment), no south- 
ern measure extended central state authority over slavery as much as did 
Union-sponsored emancipation. 

All three citizenship policies examined in this section suggest that north- 
ern and southern state performance matched the comparative require- 
ments of the war effort in both the Union and the Confederacy. 
Manpower shortages forced the South to adopt a fully developed con- 
scription program and, through it, a comprehensive, centrally controlled 
allocation of labor throughout the southern economy. In contrast, the 
relative absence of disloyalty in the South allowed the Confederacy to 
adopt less rigorous measures to suppress dissent and suspend civil judicial 
process. The Union also moved more aggressively with respect to slavery 
and emancipation. Northern state expansion in the latter case arose out 
of the political economic structure of the war itself — most slaves resided 
beyond Union lines, and thus the interests of slaveowners were largely 
unrepresented in the northern political system at the very same time that 
emancipation promised to aid the Union war effort. While southern 
conscription conformed more closely to statist principles than did the 
Union draft, the northern state held an advantage in the other two policy 
areas and, probably, in the citizenship dimension of central state authority 
overall. 

Of all the other dimensions of central state authority, citizenship was 
probably the dimension most closely related to the control of property. 
One major reason for this linkage was the dual nature of central state 
intervention in the organization and allocation of labor in the private 


100. Because Lincoln drew his authority from his constitutional powers as commander 
in chief of the nation’s armed forces, the Emancipation Proclamation only freed 
slaves in areas controlled by the Confederacy. In only those arcas were slaves able 
to contribute to southern resistance and thus vulnerable to presidential decisions 
intended to reduce the material resources available to the rebellion. In those arcas 
already controlled by the Union, Lincoln was unable to abolish slavery by presi- 
dential fiat, because slaves could not contribute to the Confederate war effort. See, 
for example, 1863 American Cyclopaedia, pp. 594-6. The Thirteenth Amendment 
passed the House of Representatives on January 31, 1865 (119 yea votes, 56 nay; 
Congressional Globe 38:2:531). The Thirteenth Amendment did not confer <i 
zenship upon former slaves; that was done by the subsequent, Fourteenth Amend- 
ment. Until the latter’s ratification, freedmen were in a position vis-a-vis the central 
government similar to that occupied by unnaturalized immigrants. 
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economy. Emancipation transformed property into citizens, while con- 
scription obligated other citizens to labor for the state. Another reason 
these dimensions were so closely linked was that state policies in both 
areas tended to complement each other in practice, particularly in the 
Confederacy. 


4. Control of property 


In the area of property relations, the Confederacy was considerably more 
statist than the Union. As a result of policies that sometimes contravened 
rather clear provisions of the Confederate Constitution and moved south- 
ern society into novel arrangements between state agents and private 
property owners, the Confederate state gained control over the use and 
disposition of private property in many sectors of the southern economy. 
Most of these sectors bore an immediate, direct relation to the require- 
ments of military supply. Other government policies, such as the pro- 
duction of salt and the impressment of gold coin and plate, were less 
directly connected to the war effort."°*' Almost all central state activities 
had parallels administered by the governments of the individual states. 
In most cases these parallel activities complemented, rather than com- 
peted with, the central government’s mobilization effort.’°* Confederate 
control of the southern economy was most complete in quartermaster 
stores (other than food) and munitions."*’ Perhaps the best example of 
such control was the operation of the Confederate Nitre and Mining 
Bureau. Faced with severe shortages of ordnance, the Confederate state, 
through the bureau, granted advances of 50 percent toward the capital 
cost of private production of nitre (potassium nitrate used in the man- 
ufacture of gunpowder) and the mining of coal and iron, in addition to 
claiming authority over the production and operations “of any mine or 
manufactory” necessary “to secure an adequate supply.” As a conse- 
quence of these activities, Confederate bureaus came to underpin the 
southern economy. Throughout the South, “country and city teemed with 


101, Because of a shortage of natural deposits in the South, salt production became an 
unusually important government activity in the Confederacy. See, for example, Goff, 
Confederate Supply, pp. 78-128; William Watson Davis, Civil War and Recon: 
struction in Florida (New York: Columbia University Press, 1913), pp. 205—10. 
The best overall treatment is Ella Lonn, Salt as a Factor in the Confederacy (New 
York: Columbia University Press, 1933). 

102. For general accounts of individual state activity, see May Spencer Ringold, The Role 
of the State Legislatures in the Confederacy (Athens: University of Georgia Press, 
1966), pp. 39-56, and Amlund, Federalism in the Southern Confederacy, ch. 9. 

103. Amlund, Federalism in the Southern Confederacy, pp. 68-74; and Ramsdell, “Con- 
trol of Manufacturing,” pp. 231-49. 
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officious agents of the new bureaucracy who sometimes impressed into 
service what they could not buy.’ 

Because the material resources of the North were so much greater than 
those in the South, Union efforts to control private firms or create state- 
owned productive capacity were much less extensive. The most impressive 
northern accomplishments from a statist perspective were the early use 
of slaves as soldiers and confiscation of the property of citizens who 
cooperated with the Confederacy. In both cases northern policy acted 
upon that portion of the citizenry defined by the war as the enemy while 
Confederate expansion in the area of property relations reorganized and 
partially socialized the economic base of the “loyal” society of the South. 
If the South had won the Civil War, the statist precedents and experience 
of the conflict might have endured in the Confederate state because they 
were originally applied to the social base of the nation itself. Under the 
same conditions, Union precedents would probably have been irrelevant 
to the postwar state because they would have applied to an “alien” people 
beyond the reach of a defeated Union government. Even with northern 
victory, Union policy precedents that applied exclusively or almost ex- 
clusively to the South were significantly less enduring than those which 
applied to indigenous northern society. 

In the following section Union and Confederate policies are compared 
in eight general areas of potential central state control of property re- 
lations. Although they are generally representative, these policy areas do 
not include a few of the most significant aggrandizing actions of the 
Confederate state (such as the entry of the government into large-scale 
manufacturing activity), because central state expansion in these excep- 
tional areas was so consensual that congressmen did not record their 
votes on these issues. For those policy areas where either Union or Con- 
federate congressmen did have an opportunity to express their opinions, 
most entailed substantially parallel or symmetrical expansions of state 
activity, although several more represented idiosyncratic developments. 
This review begins with comparison of government policy toward the 
construction and operating control of the largest and most complex in- 
dustrial systems in both the Union and the Confederacy — railroads. 


104. Lester J. Cappon, “Government and Private Industry in the Southern Confederacy,” 
in Humanistic Studies in Honor of Jobn Calvin Metcalf (Charlottesville: University 
of Virginia, 1941), p. 187. For a description of the manufacture of munitions and 
other war material by Confederate arsenals, see pp. 163-8, 172~4, and 177-8. On 
the extent of Confederate control of economic production, see Goff, Confederate 
Supply, pp. 32, 103; General Orders No. 85 (June 16, 1863), General Orders of 
the Confederate States Army, 1863, pp. 96-7; Ramsdell, Behind the Lines in the 
Southern Confederacy, pp. 73-4. 
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Railroad construction subsidies. Perhaps no decision more clearly re- 
vealed the precipitate renunciation of southern political tradition than 
the passage of a bill to extend Confederate aid to the Richmond and 
Danville Railroad. In the federal Congress, most Southerners had con- 
sistently opposed government assistance in the construction of internal 
improvements, because they viewed such activity as unconstitutional and 
interpreted aid as an enhancement of the power of the central government 
at the expense of the states.'°* This opposition carried over into the 
formative months of the Confederacy, and as a consequence, the Pro- 
visional Congress as Constitutional Convention adopted a provision pro- 
hibiting almost all types of government assistance.'°° 

Despite this constitutional prohibition, Jefferson Davis advocated Con- 
federate aid in the construction of a rail connection between Danville, 
Virginia, and Greensboro, North Carolina, as early as the fall of 1861. 
Arguing that government assistance would be premised on military ne- 
cessity rather than commercial advantage, the administration gained 
congressional approval on February 7, 1862, with almost two-thirds of 
those voting supporting government aid. Once the precedent had been 
set, the Confederacy engaged in numerous construction projects. While 
the government stated that assistance was available only for rail lines of 
itary value, the nature of military operations during the Civil War 
and of Confederate strategy (with its emphasis on perimeter defense) 
conferred some military relevance upon almost all projects. The real 
limitation on Confederate-sponsored rail expansion was not ideological 
opposition but a chronic shortage of iron.'°” 

The Union built or subsidized many more miles of track than the 
Confederacy during the war. Some of this trackage was laid down as the 
result of land grants to private railroad corporations. Other track was 
built as part of the tactical operations of various military campaigns and 
did not require specific congressional approval. The best comparable 
northern example of government-sponsored railroad construction arose 
as a result of legislation authorizing the completion of a line between the 
Ohio Valley and East Tennessee. Endorsed by Union generals com- 
manding forces in this theater, the proposed railroad had clear military 


105. The individual states of the South, however, were actively involved in railroad 
construction and operation in the antebellum period. See, for example, Peter Wal- 
lenstein, From Slave South to New South: Public Policy in Nineteenth-Century 
Georgia (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1987), pp. 33-9. 

106. Lee, Confederate Constitutions, p. 95- 

107. Black, The Railroads of the Confederacy, pp. 148-9, 162, 200; Journal of the 
Provisional Confederate Congress, 781-2, 819, 821 (February 10 and 14, 1862); 
Journal of the Confederate House of Representatives 1:1:260, 1:2:480 (April 17 
and October 2, 1862); Coulter, Confederate States of America, pp. 270-2. 
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value and the same kind of commercial potential as the Virginia—North 
Carolina line built by the Confederacy.*** Comparison of Confederate 
and Union state performance in this policy area is made difficult by the 
fact that the South did not possess the material resources to carry out 
any but a few construction projects. The Union, however, was aggressive 
only in using railroad construction as a means for structuring the broad 
outline of frontier development (considered separately later in this chap- 
ter)."°? Allowing for the constraining impact of iron scarcity on Confed- 
erate policy and the fact that much of Union activity took place in the 
western territories (considered separately as a “world-system” policy), 
the two central states delivered roughly similar performances with respect 
to railroad subsidization and construction in previously settled regions 
of their respective nations. 


Control of railroads. Like government construction assistance, Union 
and Confederate control of railroad operations significantly expanded 
central state authority. The Confederate House of Representatives passed 
legislation that would have established “consultations” between railroad 
officials and the secretary of war as early as April 17, 1862. As reported 
by the House Committee on Military Affairs, the bill would have invested 
all railroad officials with military rank and subjected them to military 
discipline, thus centralizing control over all operations within the Con- 
federate military.''® Floor amendments, however, systematically stripped 
the measure of its strongest provisions and left the bill only a pale shadow 
of the form in which it was introduced. When the Senate failed to consider 
the bill, the legislation died. On May 1, 1863, the Confederate Congress 
subsequently enacted a law giving the executive branch wide discretionary 
authority over operations, schedules, and the impressment of railroad 
property either as a penalty for noncooperation or wherever necessary 
to maintain more essential lines. 

By February 1864 the Confederate Army could directly control all 
private rail operations if it wished to do so.''' Using this authority and 


108. The U.S. House of Representatives passed the joint resolution authorizing construc- 
tion on May 31, 1864 (64 yea, 56 nay; Congressional Globe 38:1:2611). 

109. Where construction subsidies to railroads were part of a national policy of territorial 
expansion and political integration of remote frontier regions, government aid falls 
under the world-system dimension where, for example, land grants to what became 
the Union Pacific Railroad are discussed. In contrast, construction subsidies con- 
sidered under the property-control dimension mandated a state role in the rail 
network established within the already settled and integrated regions of the nation. 

110. Black, The Railroads of the Confederacy, pp. 97-8. 

111. The authority for military direction of rail operations was contained in General 
Orders No. 15 (February 15, 1864): “As the various railroads of the Confederacy 
for the transportation of troops, supplies, and munitions of war are under the control 
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the power to impress into government service both railroad employees 
and rolling stock, the War Department gradually assumed direction of 
southern rail traffic without overtly socializing the railroad system. Even 
so, on November 3, 1864, the secretary of war requested stronger mea- 
sures to further centralize rail operations, and on February 28, 1865, 
Congress enacted legislation confirming the secretary’s unqualified con- 
trol over all rail operations and subjecting employees to military disci- 
pline.''* Although these two acts (of May 1, 1863, and February 28, 
1865) were more powerful measures than the bill that failed in 1862, 
the earlier measure had established the original precedent concerning 
central state control over the operations and property of private industrial 
corporations.‘ 

The Union government claimed authority “to take possession of any 
or all the railroad lines in the United States, their rolling stock, their 
offices, shops, buildings, and all their appurtenances” in legislation pass- 
ing the northern House of Representatives on January 29, 1862.''* The 
bill empowered the Union state to prescribe operating rules and regu- 
lations and, in cases of outright confiscation, to force employees into 
“the military force of the United States, subject to all restrictions imposed 
by the rules and articles of war.” On February 11, 1862, this authority 
was transferred to Brevet Brigadier General D. C. McCallum by Secretary 
of War Stanton. Despite this potentially broad power to directly control 
railroad operations, however, the Union almost exclusively relied on 
open-market contracts for the supply of railroad services in the northern 
free states. A general rate agreement between the railroads and the Union 
government governed all market transactions between the two parties 
during the war and was sufficiently lucrative to prevent actual admin- 
istration of line operations by the government. With minor exceptions 


of the Quartermaster's department, the orders of commanding generals, and other 
officers, relating to such transportation by railroad, will be immediately furnished 
to the Quartermaster-General, in order that arrangements may be made in time to 
harmonize the various routes so as to prevent accidents and delays.” Official Rec- 
ords, ser. IV, vol. 3, p. 77- 

112. Black, The Railroads of the Confederacy, pp. 121-2, 164-75, 280-1. The 1863 act 
gave administrative control to the quartermaster general. General Orders of the 
Confederate States Army, 1864, p. 17. Also see General Orders No. 2 (January 3, 
1863) and No. 26 (March 7, 1863) issued before the May 1, 1863, law. General 
Orders of the Confederate States Army, 1863, pp. 4-5, 24-5; and Goff, Confederate 
Supply, p. 105, 110-11; Ramsdell, Behind the Lines in the Southern Confederacy, 
p. 97; Report of the Secretary of War, p. 14; Coulter, Confederate States of America, 
pp. 280-1; Bettersworth, Confederate Mississippi, pp. 136-40. 

113. The 1862 bill passed the House with 39 yea and 33 nay votes. For the roll call and 
text of the bill, see Journal of the Confederate House of Representatives 1:1:251— 
4, April 17, 1862; also, Proceedings, 45:148-9. 

114. Congressional Globe 37:2:547-8- 
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(such as short stretches of line in Maryland and Pennsylvania during the 
Gettysburg campaign), all railroads actually operated by the Union lay 
entirely in the Confederate states. These operations were quite substan- 
tial, employing at the peak some 25,000 men, 2,000 miles of track, 400 
locomotives, and over 6,000 cars.*** 

Of the two experiments in governmental control, the Confederacy 
turned in a stronger performance from a statist perspective. While the 
southern state is often criticized for administrative disorganization and 
slow recognition of the importance of an efficient rail system to military 
operations, the Confederate state did attempt direct control of the entire 
rail network of the South.'** By contrast, the Union limited government 
control and operation to the military railroads that directly supplied the 
front in hostile territory. While the Union experience was impressive as 
a demonstration and exploitation of the material, industrial advantage 
of the northern economy, the performance did relatively little to expand 
potential state control of private enterprise. 


Regulation of financial markets. Both the Union and Confederate states 
attempted to regulate financial markets during the Civil War, but the 
configuration of their respective economies led them down different de- 
velopmental paths. In the South, the most important attempt to control 
financial markets first arose when the Confederate House of Represen- 
tatives passed legislation prohibiting acceptance of U.S. greenbacks on 
April 30, 1863. As approved by the House, the prohibition was consid- 
erably broader than a simple prohibition on Union currency, as it included 
a ban on the securities of northern state governments and private cor- 
porations chartered under northern law. This measure later failed in the 
Confederate Senate. A second bill, narrower in scope, moved through 
the House on December 24, 1863, and became law on February 6, 1864. 
This legislation prohibited the circulation of U.S. currency but exempted 
postage stamps and the activity of authorized Confederate officials. While 
this law may have driven some currency transactions underground, the 


115. Union administration of railroads is described in Report of Brevet Brigadier General 
D. C. McCallum, Exec. Doc. No. 1: House of Representatives: 39th Congress, rst 
Session, (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1866), Ser. Rec. 1251, 
especially pp. 1-39. Also see, Meneely, The War Department, pp. 126, 199, 235, 
238-46; Philip Shaw Paludan, “A People’s Contest”: The Union and Civil War, 
1861-1865 (New York: Harper & Row, 1988), pp. 139-43. 

116. On the inadequacy of Confederate administrative performance, see Black, The Rail- 
roads of the Confederacy, pp. 294-5; George Edgar Turner, Victory Rode the Rails: 
The Strategic Place of the Railroads in the Civil War (Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 
1953), pp. 233~4- For a contemporary description of the condition of Confederate 
railroads, see 1863 American Cyclopaedia, pp. 208-9; 1864 American Cyclopaedia, 
PP. 193-203. 
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greenback price of Confederate notes was widely known and quoted in 
most major southern cities."*7 

In the North, the most significant attempt to regulate financial markets 
was one result of the suspension of the gold standard in the winter of 
1861-2. After suspension, the price of Union currency began to float 
against gold and, as the northern state emitted more and more green- 
backs, these began to rapidly depreciate. Many Northerners believed that 
the depreciation of greenbacks was caused in some way by speculation 
on the New York gold exchange, and, in fact, short-term fluctuations in 
the gold value of greenbacks were often connected to how well Union 
armies were doing in the field. From these beliefs and connections, many 
Union congressmen concluded that gold trading on the exchange was, 
at best, unpatriotic or, at worst, traitorous. These congressmen combined 
to pass legislation prohibiting almost all organized trading in gold. Since 
much of the developed world was on a gold standard, this attempt to 
prohibit open trading in gold amounted to an attempt to control the rate 
of foreign exchange between greenbacks and other national currencies.''* 

This prohibition had an immediate, disastrous impact on the value of 
Union currency as many traders, representing otherwise legitimate im- 
port/export firms and financial houses, were forced into black market 
transactions. The greenback plummetted against gold and foreign trade 
was seriously disrupted during the two weeks the prohibition was in 
effect. Reversing direction, Congress repealed the ban on July 1, 1864.""* 
As conceived and implemented, the prohibition was a primitive attempt 
to regulate foreign exchange transactions by removing them from or- 
ganized trading in an open market and, by thus prohibiting certain types 
of transactions, to influence the gold value of greenbacks. This attempt 
failed because, as many congressmen and financial journals noted, spec- 
ulation on the exchange could not by itself cause a shortage of gold.'*° 


117. The only roll call vote on either of these measures occurred on April 30, 1863 when 
the first bill survived a tabling motion (16 to 52). Journal of the Confederate House 
of Representatives 1:3:466-7. For congressional debate on the second bill, see 
Proceedings 50:102, 105 (December 22, 1863), and 147-8 (December 29, 1863). 
‘The text of the later bill appears on pp. 1256 (December 24, 1863). 

118, This legislation passed the U.S. House of Representatives on June 14, 1864 by a 
vote of 76 to 62. Congressional Globe 38:1:2936-7. 

119. Congressional Globe 38:1:3468; Bolles, Financial History of the United States, 
Pp. 142-7. 

120. As Representative John Broomall of Pennsylvania put it, gold’s “fluency is like that 
of water; and the attempt to buy up the gold market would be like that to drain 
the Potomac by dipping or pumping. .... Suppose such an attempt should be made 
by the entire horde of New York brokers combined. The whole commercial world 
and the whole mining interests would conspire to thwart them. If gold should thereby 
become more valuable in New York than in Boston, Philadelphia, Liverpool, a 
constant stream of it would flow in from all quarters to restore the disturbed balance 
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Currency controls seldom work effectively for very long even in more 
advanced states than the Civil War Union and Confederacy. They didn’t 
work at all in either of these cases. In spite of this failure, the Union 
experience with financial markets was significantly more statist than that 
of the Confederacy. While outright regulation failed, the Union success- 
fully developed other methods of intervening in the open market (largely 
in connection with the placement of government debt instruments and 
the payment of gold interest) that greatly enhanced the central state’s 
role in national and international capital markets (see Chapter 4). The 
history of Confederate finance contains no parallel to the growth of Union 
intervention in open money markets. 


Slaves as soldiers. Of all the legislation passed by the Confederate Con- 
gress, the one law that most perfectly demonstrated the depth of southern 
nationalism and its new life independent of the slave culture that had 
originally given birth to the Confederacy was the bill providing for the 
arming and freeing of the slaves. Prior actions involving the use of blacks 
in the southern war effort included the organization of a regiment of free 
blacks by the state of Louisiana in April 1861 and the enlistment of 
Creoles for the defense of Mobile by the state of Alabama in November 
1862. The Confederate Congress first authorized the impressment of 
slaves as laborers in military operations in 1863 and significantly ex- 
panded that authority the following year.‘** 

Serious congressional debate on the possible arming of slaves appears 


.-all the efforts of all the brokers’ boards and gamblers in christendom cannot 
vary its price from that exchangeable value, except to a small extent and for a limited 
period.” Appendix to the Congressional Globe 38:2:50, February 7, 1865. It should 
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second impressment act (February 17, 1864), see Robert F. Durden, The Gray and 
the Black (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 1972), pp. 51-3. 


154 Yankee Leviathan 


to have begun with the 1864 Report of the Secretary of War. In his 
message, the secretary observed that conscription or impressment of 
slaves as soldiers “would of course require the concurring legislation of 
each State... because to the States belong exclusively the determination 
of the relations which their colored population, or any part of them, 
shall hold.” This position conceded to the central state the power to 
impress slaves into the army and to arm them, but gave to the individual 
states exclusive authority to emancipate slaves from bondage. Because 
emancipation was believed, evidently by all who considered the matter, 
to be an essential feature of the proposal to arm slaves, the cooperation 
of the dual states would be required. But, the secretary added, 
“while it is encouraging to know this resource for further and future 
efforts is at our command, my own judgment does not yet either perceive 
the necessity or approve the policy of employing slaves in the higher 
duties of soldiers.” In his annual message to Congress on November 7, 
President Davis stopped short of advocating the impressment of slaves 
as soldiers, but added “should the alternative ever be present of subju- 
gation or of the employment of slaves as soldiers, there seems no reason 
to doubt what should be our decision.”"** 

For the next four months, Congress and the southern nation argued 
the case for and against arming slaves. During this period most con- 
gressmen made the transition from “the Confederate States of America 
and slavery” to “the Confederate States of America without slavery.” 
On February 11, 1865, the Confederate House of Representatives ap- 
pointed a special committee of thirteen members (one from each state) 
to consider legislation enabling slaves to serve as soldiers. That committee 
brought back to the House a bill providing for the conscription of 
“300,000 troops ...to be raised from such classes of the population, ir- 
respective of color, in each state, as the proper authorities thereof may 
determine.” Nothing in the bill mandated emancipation “except by con- 
sent of the owners and of the states,” although all expected emancipation 
to follow. With the strong backing of President Davis, Governor Smith 
of Virginia, and General Robert E. Lee, this bill cleared the House on 
February 20, 1865. The best test of congressional sentiment, however, 
occurred on an amendment adopted just prior to passage. Offered by 
Charles Conrad of Louisiana, the amendment inserted presidential au- 
thority to call for troops under the terms discussed above and isolated 
the issue of arming the slaves from the remainder of the bill. Approved 
by a wide margin (46 to 29), the amendment demonstrated the depth of 
nationalist sentiment in the House — and its detachment from the pres- 


122, Hay, “The South and the Arming of the Slaves,” p. 52. 
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ervation of slavery. As such, the bill presented the Confederate House 
with the chamber’s stiffest challenge: whether or not the “rights” of 
private property in slaves should be violated, both individually and as a 
system, as part of the military effort directed by the central state of the 
Confederacy. 

The Confederate Congress finally forwarded the slaves-as-soldiers leg- 
islation to Davis on March 13, 1865, and the Confederate president 
immediately signed it into law. General Orders No. 14, the implementing 
bureaucratic directive, specified first that “No slave will be accepted as 
a recruit unless with his own consent and with the approbation of his 
master by a written instrument conferring, as far as he may, the rights 
of a freedman.” The directive stated further that “All officers... are 
enjoined to a provident, considerate, and humane attention to whatever 
concerns the health, comfort, instruction, and discipline of these troops, 
and to the uniform observance of kindness, forbearance, and indulgence 
in their treatment of them, and especially that they will protect them 
from injustice and oppression.” As Emory Thomas notes, this paternal- 
istic injunction apparently set a standard of “equal treatment” for black 
soldiers in the ranks.*** 

Under legislation passed on July 12, 1862, the Union Army began to 
accept blacks for labor or other service. Subsequent legislation, passed 
by the U.S. House of Representatives in February 1863, authorized the 
enrollment of blacks as soldiers, and a third act of February 24, 1864, 
subjected blacks to the draft. Although the northern Congress empowered 
the army to enlist blacks only after prolonged and bitter discussion, the 
Union ultimately made much wider use of them in the military than did 
the Confederacy. In theory, northern enrollment of freedmen and slaves 
was restricted until 1864 to those who had been free before the war or 
legally emancipated by the Union war effort (by the Emancipation Procla- 
mation). In practice, federal recruitment often failed to distinguish be- 
tween those who had been formally emancipated and those who had 
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ten prominent citizens of Florida each ‘to proceed at once to raise a company of 
negroes to be mustered into the service of the Confederate States for the War’ but 
Lee had already surrendered at Appomattox on the ninth, nearly three weeks pre- 
viously.” Davis, Civil War and Reconstruction in Florida, pp. 227-8. Durden, The 
Gray and the Black, pp. 249-50, 268-9; Thomas, The Confederate Nation, 
pp. 296-7; Clarence L. Mohr contends that arming of the slaves might have provided 
willing troops for the Confederacy if the war had continued. On the Threshold of 
Freedom: Masters and Slaves in Civil War Georgia (Athens: University of Georgia 
Press, 1986), p. 291. 
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escaped from their legal owners.'** By 1865 all slaves who enlisted in 
the Union army, and their families, were emancipated under federal law. 
Because of the clear parallel with Confederate action, Union recruitment 
of blacks as soldiers is considered a policy falling under the property 
dimension of central state authority. Though the Confederate decision 
to enlist slaves probably was of more symbolic importance, the overall 
experience and material use of blacks as Union military auxiliaries and 
troops conformed much more closely to statist principles. 


Confiscation. The programmatic confiscation of private property is one 
of the most effective ways of reshaping a national political economy and 
promoting strong central state penetration of societal structures. As part 
of their mobilizations, both the Union and Confederate states confiscated 
the property of those who failed to support their war efforts. These 
policies both punished treason and strongly encouraged citizens to affirm 
loyalty to their respective governments. On both sides, confiscation tar- 
geted elite, property-rich segments of the population. 

Under martial law, the Union began to confiscate property in contested 
areas of the border states and occupied regions of the Confederacy very 
early in the war. Some of these uncoordinated, disjointed efforts were 
legitimated under an August 1861 statute that freed all slaves who were 
used in direct supporting roles in the Confederate war effort. This act 
was a somewhat narrower version of a bill that originally advocated a 
broader definition of treasonous use and a wider range of confiscatable 
property.'*> Even under this law, however, Union confiscation was not 
limited to slaves. In November 1861, for example, northern authorities 
seized ships in New York harbor that were wholly and partially owned 
by Southerners. In January 1862 the military began to seize the property 
of secessionists in St. Louis if they did not pay assessments for the support 
of Union refugees.'** 


124. Kreidberg and Henry, History of Military Mobilization, p. 113; 1864 American 
Cyclopaedia, p. 36; Curry, Blueprint for Modern America, p. 66; Paludan, “A Peo- 
ple’s Contest”, pp. 208-214; Foner, Reconstruction, pp. 7-8. The roll call included 
in the voting analysis was taken on a motion to table (kill) the bill that became the 
1863 act. Congressional Globe 37:3:282, January 12, 1863. The motion was turned 
back by a large margin (54 to 83). For subsequent deliberations on the 1863 bill, 
see 37:3:557, January 27, 1863; 570-83, January 28; 598, January 29; 633-s, 
January 30; 688-90, February 2. For the indifference of federal officers to the for- 
mal status of slave enlistees, see Berlin et al., The Destruction of Slavery, pp. 34-5, 
110-11. 

125. For the text of the August 6, 1861, act, see Hunt’s Merchants’ Magazine and Com- 
‘mercial Review, November 1861, pp. $25—6; for a brief description of the act, see 
Congressional Globe 37:1:409, August 2, 1861. 

126. Hunt's, November 1861, p. 526; Long, Civil War, p. 163. 
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In an attempt to both broaden the scope of confiscation and make 
wartime seizures permanent, the House of Representatives created a select 
Committee on the Confiscation of Rebels on April 28, 1862. After con- 
sidering a wide variety of possible policies, the committee reported back 
a bill that confiscated the property of Confederate leaders immediately 
and all others who supported the rebellion after a grace period. Though 
the bill provided for limited judicial review of seizures, the Union gov- 
ernment could have freely confiscated most southern property under this 
legislation.'*? After further deliberations in the Senate, a somewhat 
weaker bill was sent to the president on July 12, 1862.'** Though some 
potentially important steps were taken to implement this legislation, 
Union confiscation policy remained haphazard and tentative until An- 
drew Johnson’s postwar pardons effectively scuttled the whole pro- 
gram."*? 

Compared to the northern Union, the Confederacy moved more rapidly 
and established a more systematic and comprehensive confiscation policy. 
Under a May 186x law the Confederate state sequestered all debts owed 
by Southerners to northern individuals and firms. Under a subsequent 
act, passed by the Confederate House of Representatives on August 24, 
1861, all the property of alien enemies of the southern nation was made 
liable to seizure and most easily traceable property was readily confis- 
cated. These early seizures included northern investments in southern 
corporations (such as the stocks and bonds of railroads and banks), bank 
deposits, and state and local debt. Government inspection of public and 
corporate records facilitated execution of the law."*° 

As in the North, confiscation did not amount to very much in the end. 
Beyond an initial wave of feverish expropriation, the Confederacy showed 


127, For the creation and appointment of the select committee, see Congressional Globe 
37:2:1846, April 28, 1862; for general debate on the wide variety of confiscation 
proposals, see 37:2:1766-72, 1788-90, April 22-3, 1862; for the text of the House 
bill, see 37:2:2360-1, May 26, 1862. The measure passed the House (82 to 68 — 
this is the roll call included in the voting analysis). 

128, The original House bill had been, by this time, merged into a larger measure that 
included both emancipation and colonization abroad of slaves. This omnibus bill 
is discussed later in this chapter as a world system policy. For a legislative history, 
see Curry, Blueprint for Modern America, pp. 88-95. 

129. For a contemporary discussion of federal confiscation, see 1863 American Cyclo- 
paedia, pp. 219-25; 1865 American Cyclopaedia, pp. 202-3. Also see Foner, Re- 
construction, pp. 51, 158-9; Curry, Blueprint for Modern America, pp. 99-100. 

130. For the text of the bill, see Rebellion Record, vol. 1, pp. 19-23. Before passage in 
the House, the bill survived a tabling motion 51 to 9. Journal of the Provisional 
Congress, pp. 402~3. This is the roll call included in the voting analysis. For en- 
forcement and implementation, see 1861 American Cyclopaedia, pp. 148-9, 4333 
1864 American Cyclopaedia, pp. 203-4; Rebellion Record, pp. 213-14. 
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little enthusiasm for property seizures.'** However, the nature of the 
problem facing the two regimes differed in ways that ultimately led the 
Confederacy to develop a more statist position. The Union targeted 
the property of southern citizens, which was primarily in the form of 
landed estates, slaves, livestock, and fixed assets generally. As a result, 
northern confiscation policy both treated southern citizens as individuals 
(potentially loyal or disloyal) and struck at forms of property in which 
formal ownership was often difficult to determine (because it was not 
clearly documented). Both of these policy aspects as well as the fact that 
the Union ultimately provided for rather strict judicial review made most 
seizures legally suspect and, over the long term, unenforceable. Southern 
policy, on the other hand, struck for the most part at the investments of 
foreign enemies of the Confederate state (not, as the Union did, at trai- 
torous citizens of the state) and confiscated without discrimination all 
the property of these enemies. Although the southern courts could review 
seizures, the entire program was much more sweeping and unambiguous 
than the northern counterpart. The potential impact of these two pro- 
grams on their respective political economies also differed. For the North, 
confiscation promised at least a much larger role for the central state in 
the adjudication of southern property rights and, possibly, wholesale 
redistribution of wealth between loyal and disloyal elements of the south- 
ern population. For the South, seizure liquidated northern capitalist in- 
vestments and thus portended an end to Union commercial influence in 
the Confederate economy.'?* 


Bankruptcy. Though a national bankruptcy law was not enacted until 
after the Civil War, the U.S. House of Representatives passed a bank- 
ruptcy bill December 12, 1864.'** Recognizing the impact of Confederate 
sequestration and confiscation on northern creditors, the measure ex- 
cluded from its benefits “all those who in any way have given aid or 
comfort to unlawful disputation of the authority of the Government” 
but otherwise promised to nationalize the adjudication of creditor rights 
with reference to the assets of insolvent firms and individuals.'* If the 
bill had been enacted, the Union would have taken an important step 
toward the creation of a nationalized market for commercial investment 
and trade. Because the measure failed, the structure and operation of the 


131. Coulter, Confederate States of America, pp. 123~4. 

132. Neither policy set a precedent in American political development; for a listing of 
confiscation laws passed by the colonies during the Revolutionary War which seized 
the property of Tories, see Congressional Globe 37:2:2194-5, May 19, 1862. 

153. Congressional Globe 38:2:24. The roll call included in the voting analysis recorded 
76 members yea, 56 nay. 

134. Congressional Globe 37:3:223—4, January 7, 1863. 
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Union state held no advantage in this area over the Confederacy, which 
did not consider the subject at all. 


Impressment. From a state-building perspective, a much more significant 
development was the systematic impressment of private property as the 
primary means of supplying the Confederate military. Simply defined, 
impressment involved involuntary transactions in which the state com- 
pelled citizens to exchange supplies for currency, bonds, or promises to 
pay at some future date. What distinguished impressment from confis- 
cation were these exchanges of government obligations for property and 
the fact that impressment, unlike confiscation, fell for the most part on 
loyal citizens. Again unlike confiscation, impressment activity was not 
intended to remake the national political economy by weakening the 
position of targeted social groups but was, instead, meant to supplement 
other means of supplying armies in the field. Large-scale impressment 
began in the autumn of 1861 when inflation and shortages in the mar- 
ketplace drove prices to prohibitively high levels. By the fall of 1862, the 
Confederate government had vastly expanded the scope of impressment 
activity, and state agents were routinely seizing military supplies from 
blockade runners, speculators, plantations, farms, railroads, factories, 
distilleries, and mines. Although the Confederacy attempted to make this 
activity “‘as palatable as possible” by paying the prices that prevailed in 
the open market, impressment remained a practice outside the law, and 
irregularities in implementation caused wide public resentment.’ In re- 
sponse, Congress placed authority for impressment in the statutory code 
in the spring of 1863.'*° 

This legislation established price-setting boards of assessment to reg- 
ulate impressment activity. Appointed by President Davis and governors 
of the individual states, the boards published official price schedules to 
be followed by officers who impressed supplies. These schedules invari- 
ably set prices below marketplace levels and, as the war continued, 
evolved into a national system of price controls.'’” Later, the Confederate 


135. Goff, Confederate Supply, pp. 41-2, 97; 1863 American Cyclopaedia, pp. 206-8, 
447; Schwab, Confederate States of America, pp. 202-9. For examples of imple- 
menting directives and application in specific sectors of the economy, see General 
Orders No. 31 (March 19, 1863). General Orders of the Confederate States Army, 
1863, pp. 29-30 and General Orders No. 49 (April 23, 1863) Official Records, ser. 
IV, vol. 2, p. 511. 

136. On February 13, 1863, the Confederate House of Representatives overwhelmingly 
passed this impressment measure (52 to 7). Journal of the Confederate House of 
Representatives 1:3:107. The accompanying roll call is included in the voting 
analysis. 

137. For the text of the March 26, 1863, act and an April 27, 1863, amendment, sce 
Public Laws of the Confederate States of America, Third Session, First Congress, 
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Congress enacted a tax “in kind” on farmers that required payment of 
“one tenth of the wheat, corn, oats, rye, buckwheat or rice” produced.'** 
In practice, this tax further routinized impressment activities as it also 
reduced the internal revenue system to barter. As a result of these actions, 
the Confederate state established almost complete control over the price 
and availability of military supplies and slave labor throughout the south- 
ern economy. In contrast, the Union relied almost as exclusively on mar- 
ket forces and open competition for military contracts for the provision 
and pricing of goods and services. 


Destruction of property. One of the most extreme measures that a central 
state can undertake with reference to the private economy is the uncom- 
pensated seizure and destruction of property. An amendment providing 
such authority was offered to a bill ordering the burning of cotton, 
tobacco, and other property likely to fall into Union hands. William 
Miles, the chairman of the Committee on Military Affairs of the Con- 
federate House of Representatives, contended that the “destruction of 
the cotton was the first consideration, and the compensation a matter of 
detail.” After adopting the amendment (45 to 39), the House of Rep- 
resentatives subsequently backtracked a bit and passed a Senate bill pro- 
viding for both the destruction of property and compensation."*? The 


. 102-4, 127-8. In addition to regulating the impressment of supplies, this act 
to provided for the impressment of slaves for labor. Implementing orders can be 
found in General Orders No. 161 (December 10, 1863) which set out regulations 
concerning procedures for the appeal of the decisions of impressing officers. General 
Orders of the Confederate Army, 1863, pp. 223-4. For examples of price schedules 
used by impressment officers, see General Orders of the Confederate States Army, 
1863, pp. 65-70, 114-18, 139-44, 154-64, 203-4, 217-22; General Orders of 
the Confederate States Army, 1864, pp. 8-13, 75~80, 92~7. For evidence that price 
schedules and impressment practices evolved into a fairly centralized form of price 
control, see Goff, Confederate Supply, p. 98; General Orders No. 34 (April 1, 1863), 
General Orders of the Confederate States Army, 1863, pp. 32—3 (setting prices for 
beef hides to be paid by the army); and General Orders No. 10 (January 30, 1864), 
General Orders of the Confederate States Army, 1864, p. 13 (which extended im- 
pressment authority to “all materials essential to the production and manufacture 
of iron”). 

138. Laws of Congress in Regard to Taxes, Currency, and Conscription, p. 14. 

139. The amendment struck the language “and the owners thereof shall receive just 
compensation therefore from the Confederate Government under such laws and 
regulations as may hereafter be established by Congress.” Journal of the Confederate 
House of Representatives 1:1:60, March 5, 1862; Proceedings, 44:99-104, 117, 
March 5 and 7, 1862; 1862 American Cyclopaedia, pp. 259-62. The roll call on 
the amendment was included in the voting analysis. On the burning of cotton by 
Confederate authorities generally, see Stanley Lebergott, “Through the Blockade: 
The Profitabilicy and Extent of Cotton Smuggling, 1861-1865,” Journal of Eco- 
nomic History 41 (December 1981): 882—3; in Mississippi, see Bettersworth, Con- 
federate Mississippi, p. 85. 
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Union never established a formal policy for the destruction of property 
owned by loyal citizens. 

Of the eight policy areas concerning property relations reviewed in this 
section, the Confederate state had a marginal to substantial advantage 
in three areas: control of railroads, confiscation, and the destruction of 
property. In addition, the southern state was decisively more statist in 
the most comprehensive and regime-shaping policy area: the impressment 
of private property under centrally controlled pricing and potential ex- 
propriation authority. In some respects, impressment and other Confed- 
erate controls on property emerged as central state responses to the 
absence of well-developed commodity markets and a chronic shortage 
of materiel generally.'*° Under these conditions, the South in a sense 
leapfrogged the more market-oriented (and thus less state-centered) 
Union war effort and produced a war mobilization very similar in some 
ways to the American experience in World War II. Comparatively statist 
policies for the Union were limited to the use of slaves as soldiers (a 
practice roughly equivalent in many instances to their uncompensated 
emancipation) and Treasury participation in financial markets. Both were 
important developments in central state authority and the latter held, 
under a paper currency system, the potential for sophisticated central state 
direction of investment and economic growth. Massive Treasury-led reor- 
ganization of the nation’s financial system also transformed finance capi- 
talists into one of the most influential “clients” of the Union state. 


5. Creation of client groups 


Client groups are those segments of the general population that are de- 
pendent upon the central state for a major fraction of their total income. 
Government policies that create client groups include those that provide 
income or income substitutes to individuals (for example, pensions, em- 
ployment by central state institutions, welfare benefits, and price-control 
policies that apply to targeted groups in society), that establish future- 
oriented obligations that depend on state viability (for example, long- 
term debt or land warrants for frontier settlement), and that control the 
value of the currency (for example, the gold standard and redemption 
of paper money). For reasons that will become apparent in the following 


140. The southern state’s reliance upon impressment as a procurement practice has some- 
times been attributed to the weakness of the Confederate currency. That weakness, 
in turn, has been attributed to the failure of the Confederate state to pass sufficiently 
comprehensive tax legislation and to enact legal tender legislation. See, for example, 
Alexander and Beringer, Anatomy of the Confederate Congress, p. 140. Both of 
these policy decisions are discussed later in this chapter. 
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discussion of individual policy areas, client-group creation is often inti- 
mately related to both the control-of-property and extraction dimensions 
of central state authority. 


Legal tender notes. When the Union government went off the gold stan- 
dard in the winter of 1861-2, the Treasury Department immediately 
began to experience difficulty in persuading the public to accept its notes. 
In response and as part of a comprehensive funding policy, the Union 
adopted legislation that made irredeemable paper currency (greenbacks) 
a legal tender for all debts public and private except the payment of 
interest on the national debt and customs duties.'*" By making greenbacks 
a legal tender, the Union in effect modified every money-denominated 
contract in the North by substituting the irredeemable paper currency 
for the formerly obligatory payment in gold. This substitution, in turn, 
effectively nationalized the payment clauses of private and public con- 
tracts in the northern economy and tied these agreements to the future 
financial policy of the central state. (For example, an inflationary ex- 
pansion of the money supply would diminish the value of the principal 
owed by all debtors.) Greenbacks were later joined by a new national 
banking system that vastly expanded the central state’s role in operation 
of financial markets. As Representative Samuel Cox of Ohio noted, 
through these policies “the party in power ...have established a paper- 
money banking system, under the control of the General Government, 
which concentrates power in the Administration ...and gives it control 
over the property and pecuniary interests of the people.”"** Even though 
the Confederate state issued vast quantities of paper currency, the na- 
tional government never made this currency legal tender in public and 
private contracts."** 


141, By making the greenback a “legal tender” for public and private debts, the Union 
in effect made the acceptance of paper currency mandatory in all contracts and 
transactions in which money changed hands if those obligations were to be enforce- 
able in court. Before this legislation was adopted, creditors could have refused 
greenback payments and required, for example, gold - a contractual requirement 
that before 1862. was legally binding. 

142. Congressional Globe 38:1:2683, June 2, 1864. For a legislative history of the legal 
tender clause and greenbacks generally, see Curry, Blueprint for Modern America, 
pp. 188-96. The roll call included in the voting analysis occurred on passage of the 
legal tender legislation. Congressional Globe 37:2:699, February 5, 1862. The bill 
was approved with 93 members voting yea, 59 nay. 

143. Although both the Confederate secretary of the treasury and Jefferson Davis opposed 
legal tender legislation, enactment enjoyed broad support outside the government. 
Both the Richmond Dispatch and Charleston Courier backed legislation “as an 
accommodation to the loyal and a check to the disloyal” and interpreted refusal to 
accept Confederate notes as evidence of a “latent infidelity to the Southern cause.” 
Schwab, Confederate States of America, pp. 86-101, 161. For a sample of congres- 
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Treasury debt. Another method of creating a client group is the issuance 
of government bonds, a strategy pursued by both the Union and Con- 
federate states out of necessity. Bonds drawn on the credit of the gov- 
ernment create an interest in the general viability and extractive (revenue) 
capacity of the state. Those who buy and hold these bonds, usually the 
more property-rich classes of society, are thus brought into a clientele 
relationship with the state. Compared to the Union, southern financial 
policy heavily relied on the voluntary acceptance of paper currency and 
only late in the war moved to fund government activity through major 
placements of debt.'** In the North, however, both taxation and debt 
funded a much larger portion of the war.'*’ One common difficulty with 
bonds, from a statist perspective, is that they can be marketed, and, once 
they are sold, the seller no longer has an enduring interest in the welfare 
of the state. In the North (but not in the South), this deficiency was 
alleviated by the erection of a national banking system that strongly 
encouraged banks to invest the major part of their capitalization in Union 
debt (described below and in the following chapter). Thus Union policy 
was considerably more statist in two respects: debt issues comprised a 
larger portion of the entire effort to fund the war and were, at least in 
part, permanently placed with finance capitalists, an important element 
in the national political economy. 


sional sentiment on Confederate legal tender proposals, see Proceedings, 47:45 
(October 3, 1862), and 49:27-8 (March 25, 1863); Eugene M. Lerner, “Money, 
Prices, and Wages in the Confederacy, 1861-1865,” in Ralph Andreano, ed., The 
Economic Impact of the American Civil War (Cambridge, Mass.: Schenkman Pub- 
lishing, 1967), pp. 31-60. The roll call included in the voting analysis occurred on 
an amendment that would have made Confederate notes “a legal tender in the 
payment of all private debts,” offered on January 14, 1864. Journal of the Con- 
federate House of Representatives, 1:4:632. The amendment was defeated (36 
to 28). 

144. The roll call selected for voting analysis was recorded on passage of “An Act to 
Reduce the Currency and to Authorize a New Issue of Notes and Bonds” (Journal 
of the Confederate House of Representatives, 1:4:644, January 16, 1864). This act 
attempted to compel the holders of Confederate currency to purchase government 
bonds and thus absorb the “excess” currency that was then producing a runaway 
inflation throughout the economy. Though the implementation of this complicated 
act ultimately failed to halt the falling value of the southern dollar, the choice 
presented to Confederate congressmen clearly indicated the statist alternative in this 
policy area. For a description of the act, see Todd, Confederate Finance, pp. 74-7 
(and, on debt policy generally, 25-84). 

145. The roll call included in the voting anlysis was taken on adoption of the conference 
report for the first major debt act of the Thirty-seventh Congress (Congressional 
Globe 37:1:383, August 1, 1861). The report was adopted (83 to 35). This measure 
gave the secretary of the treasury authority to issue $150 million in government 
bonds. As described in Chapter 4, the placement of these bonds both tied the solvency 
of major banks in New York, Philadelphia, and Boston to the future success of 
Union financial policy and, within a matter of months, brought on the suspension 
of gold payments by both these banks and the national treasury. 
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Homesteads in the Confederacy. As part of its confiscation policy, the 
Union ordered that land in the southern states be seized if the owner 
supported the Confederate war effort or failed to pay taxes imposed by 
the northern government. On May 12, 1864, the House of Represen- 
tatives passed legislation that would have opened up this land to settle- 
ment by Union veterans, both white and black, under provisions similar 
to the national homestead act."*® If this bill had become law, these settlers 
would have been tied to the Union state both during the probationary 
period when these veterans would have established their statutory qual- 
ifications to the land and afterward when title would have been protected 
by federal authorities against prospective challenge under southern state 
and local governments. Thus the legislation would have created a client 
group loyal to the Union state throughout the former states of the Con- 
federacy. Although this proposal was never enacted, the Union did es- 
tablish a broad homestead policy for the western frontier that not only 
created an important clientele in the national political economy but also 
and more importantly shaped the developmental trajectory of the United 
States.” The southern state never considered adoption of a parallel 
program and, thus, never established a comparable state-enhancing prec- 
edent in this policy area. 


Military pensions. Very early in the life of the southern nation, the Pro- 
visional Congress of the Confederacy adopted a motion to postpone 
indefinitely consideration of an invalid pension bill and, thus, refused to 
support southerners who had been on the pension rolls of the United 
States.'** While the Union never faced a parallel choice that would have 
as strikingly determined the fate of the federal pension system, the North 
did continue the antebellum program and even expanded eligibility and 
benefits. Although only some 10,700 veterans received pensions before 


146. Congressional Globe 38:1:2253. The roll call included in the voting analysis ap- 
proved the bill (75 to 64). 

147. The vote on the Homestead Act was not included in this review of central state 
policy decisions because legislative support was overwhelming (106 to 16 on passage 
in the House of Representatives) and because the alignment (aside from absent 
Southerners) was very similar to the antebellum roll call studied in Chapter 2. If 
this vote had been included, homestead land grants would have been treated under 
the world-system dimension of central state authority. For a general history of 
legislative deliberations on the Homestead Act during the Thirty-seventh Congress, 
see Curry, Blueprint for Modern America, pp. 100-8. 

148. The roll call included in the voting analysis was taken on this motion to postpone 
(which carried, 26 to 10). Journal of the Confederate Provisional Congress, p. 216, 
May 13, 1861. In 1858 the Department of the Interior reported 907 invalid pen- 
sioners from the eleven states that became the Confederacy. “Names of Invalid 
Pensioners, &c.,” Exec. Doc. 119: House of Representatives: 35th Cong., 1st Sess., 
Ser. Rec. 959 (Washington, D.C.: James P. Stedman, 1858). 
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the war began, the system was rapidly expanded into a vast veteran- 
centered welfare system involving, by 1880, hundreds of thousands of 
recipients."*? 


Redistribution of income. Individual state and local governments in both 
the Union and the Confederacy readily initiated programs of assistance 
to soldiers’ families once their war mobilizations began to draw upon 
men whose incomes constituted the primary means of support for their 
dependents.'*° In support of local efforts to provide indigent relief, the 
Confederate government instituted a tax on slave overseers who were 
exempted by law from conscription. The proceeds of this levy were then 
turned over to the relief agencies of the individual states — in effect, a 
redistribution of income from the owners of plantations to the large 
yeoman-farmer class of the South. On October 1, 1862, Representative 
Robert Trippe of Georgia proposed to include within the scope of this 
tax all exempted men — not just overseers — except those employed in a 
civilian or military capacity by the individual states and those physically 
or mentally incapacitated. Each man so exempted would be asked to pay 
“five dollars on every hundred dollars” worth of real and personal prop- 
erty and “five dollars on each hundred dollars of salary or fees or pay 
for personal services he may have received during the present year.” 
Although Trippe’s amendment failed and Confederate redistribution ef- 
forts at the national level remained focused on overseers, even this token 
southern effort to redistribute income between the classes set a statist 
precedent in a policy area that the Union entirely neglected.'*" 


149. On the development of the Civil War pension system, see William H. Glasson, Federal 
Military Pensions in the United States (New York: Oxford University Press, 1918), 
pp. 123-280. 

150. These programs spread rapidly throughout the South and by the end of the war 
comprised a large fraction of all individual income. In Alabama, for example, 10,263, 
families were on relief during 1862 (10.6 percent of all families). This total rose to 
31,915 (33.3 percent) in 1863 and to 37,521 (37 percent) in 1864. In one rural hill 
county, 59 percent of all families were on indigent relief in 1863. Bessie Martin, 
Desertion of Alabama Troops from the Confederate Army (New York: Columbia 
University Press, 1932), pp. 128-34, 174-87. On the general response of state 
governments, see Ringold, Role of the State Legislature in the Confederacy, pp. 77— 
80; Davis, Civil War and Reconstruction, pp. 188-9; 1863 American Cyclopaedia, 
PP: 423-5, 447; Wallenstein, From Slave South to New South, pp. 99-120. For 
public assistance to soldiers’ families in the cities and towns of Massachusetts, see 
William Schouler, A History of Massachusetts in the Civil War, vol. 2 (Boston: 
William Schouler, 1871). For a brief comparison of northern and southern efforts 
at the individual state and local level, see Bremner, The Public Good, pp. 72-7. 
Bremner notes that northern assistance was rather meager compared to the much 
more substantial bounties offered at the time of enlistment, while nominally im- 
pressive southern policies were rapidly vitiated by soaring currency inflation. 

151. Trippe’s sweeping proposal drew the support of more than a third of all House 
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Price control. A different kind of redistribution was involved in the price- 
control policy of the Confederacy. There, plantations run by exempted 
overseers were compelled to sell surplus agricultural production to the 
government or soldiers’ families at prices set by the impressment boards. 
Adopted as an amendment to the “Act to Organize Forces to Serve during 
the War” on February 3, 1864, the price-control provision effectively 
covered all plantations employing twenty or more slaves and many with 
less than that number."** Since the price schedules regulating impressment 
were set far below market levels and since food was the major form of 
civilian expenditure during the war, this provision was, in all probability, 
an even more effective means of redistributing income from the owners 
of plantations to indigent families than the 1862 tax discussed previously. 
Confederate performance in this policy area was more statist than that 
of the Union, which never established a program of civilian price controls. 


Veteran soldiers’ home. \t was for budgetary reasons that President Jef- 
ferson Davis not only opposed the creation of a national pension system 
but even vetoed legislation to establish a veteran soldiers’ home. When 
the president's veto message was received in the Confederate House of 
Representatives, backers emphasized that wounded veterans from areas 
overrun by Union armies had nowhere to go. Although the soldiers’ home 
bill first passed the House by a margin of over 8 to 1 (the vote was 59 
to 7), supporters mustered fewer than 40 percent of the ballots on a 
motion to override the veto.'** As a result, the Confederacy never estab- 
lished a national home for disabled soldiers. In contrast, the Union in- 
herited from the antebellum period a home founded in 1851 in 
Washington, D.C., and continued its operation during the war. 

Of all the dimensions of central state authority, client-group creation 
was probably the policy area in which the Civil War states were both 
the least developed and experienced the least growth. From a statist 
perspective, the Union turned in a generally superior performance. The 


members voting (22 to 42). Journal of the Confederate House of Representatives 

:476. For executive and administrative actions undertaken by the Confederacy 

in support of local relief efforts, see Paul D. Escott, “ ‘The Cry of the Sufferers’: 

The Problem of Welfare in the Confederacy,” Civil War History 23 (September 
1977): 228-40. 

152. The amendment was adopted in the House by a vote of 42 to 25. Journal of the 
Confederate House of Representatives, 1:4:742-3, February 3, 1864. For the final 
statute, see General Orders No. 26 (March 1, 1864), General Orders of the Con- 
federate States Army, 1864, p. 35. On the relationship between conscription and 
price control in Florida, see Davis, Civil War and Reconstruction, pp. 214-15. 

153. Proceedings, 50:242-3, 256 (January 15, 18, 1864). For the text of the president's 
veto, see Journal of the Confederate Congress 1:4:808-10, and for the override 
vote, pp. 848-9 (February 17, 1864). 


War mobilization and state formation North and South 167 


northern advantage was particularly marked in central state finance, 
where the Union effectively combined extraction policy and client-group 
creation in a way that insinuated Treasury operations into the very mar- 
row of the national financial system. The northern state was also more 
successful in the establishment of programs that tied veterans to the 
government — another policy area comparatively neglected by the South. 
The Confederacy was not, however, entirely inactive. The structural de- 
sign of policies that combined conscription, price control, and income 
redistribution to soldiers’ families suggests a sophistication and statist 
ambition that might ultimately have taken the southern government into 
a more class-sensitive, welfare-state direction.'** 


6. Extraction of resources 


The boundaries between extraction and the other dimensions of central 
state authority are often indistinct. To some extent, the vagueness of 
these boundaries is a reflection of differences in the relation of individual 
policies to the structure and operation of state power. Extraction policies 
draw resources from society into the state irrespective (or largely so) of 
planned or conscious intervention in societal relations within the larger 
political economy. On the other hand, closely related policies under the 
other dimensions have a direct and larger impact on the position of social 
groups in the political economy and their ties to the state. Client-group 
policies, for example, have as one major consequence of their imple- 
mentation the establishment of direct dependency between a societal 
group and central state viability. As was discussed in the previous section, 
the development of client-group ties and the extraction of resources need 
not be mutually exclusive activities, and under perhaps the best statist 
designs they are not. Similar interpretations can be attached to most 
“control-of-property” and some “world-system” policy areas (examples 
are impressment and the tariff, respectively). Most policies with derivative 
extraction implications are considered under other headings in order to 
bring out their other, broader political economic characteristics. This 
section includes policies that meet two related conditions. First, these 
policies are not generally intended to restructure the larger political econ- 
omy, although the possibility that they might have that outcome is never 
entirely absent. Second, these methods of extracting resources from so- 
ciety tend to skim revenue from the flow of economic activity in the larger 
society without substantially altering the pattern or volume of that ac- 
154. The redistributive impact of these policies was reinforced by the progressive structure 


of Confederate income tax rates (see Table 3.4). By comparison, the Union schedule 
was almost flat. 
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tivity. In some sense, then, extraction is the primary, purposeful goal of 
these programs. 


Direct taxes/internal duties. The first major extraction policy enacted by 
both the Union and the Confederacy involved direct taxes. As set down 
by both the northern and southern constitutions, these levies were as- 
signed to the several states within each nation according to their respective 
populations. The Union passed legislation authorizing $20 million in 
direct taxes on individuals according to their real estate and slave hold- 
ings. The individual states were given the opportunity to assume these 
tax obligations and thus, in practice, to substitute their own taxation 
systems for the collection of these federal revenue obligations. All states 
in the North except Delaware ultimately substituted their own collections 
for the direct tax alternative.'** The Confederacy imposed similar direct 
taxes through legislation enacted August 19, 1861, and collected about 
as much revenue under this law as did the Union under the August 5, 
1861, statute.'** As contributions to their respective financial programs, 
these two schemes ultimately turned out to be unimportant (well under 
10 percent of all receipts during the war in each case). Their significance 
arises from their role as precedents for later expansions of central state 
revenue capacity. As such, the Union and the Confederate states turned 
in relatively similar performances in this area of extraction policy. 


Internal revenue. By and large, direct taxes fell almost exclusively on 
tangible forms of wealth such as land and slaves that were characteristic 
ofa rural, agrarian economy.'*” They were also gathered by the individual 


155. Bolles, Financial History, pp. 16-18; Harry Edwin Smith, The United States Federal 
Internal Tax History from 1861 to 1871 (n.p.: Hart, Schaffner, and Marx, 1914), 
pp. 15-23. The roll call included in the voting analysis occurred upon initial passage 
of the bill in the House of Representatives. Congressional Globe 37:1:331, July 29, 
1861. Seventy-seven members supported the tax, 60 opposed. For tables displaying 
the apportionment of direct taxes, population, and the amount of real and personal 
property by states, sec ibid., p. 280, July 26, 1861. Other provisions in the bill 
levied unimportant internal duties on carriages, gold and silver watches, and liquor. 
A tax on incomes of 3 percent over $600 was also included in this version of the 
bill. 

156. Todd, Confederate Finance, pp. 130-4. Votes on this August 19 act were unanimous. 
The roll call selected for inclusion in the voting analysis arose on a motion to table 
“a bill to raise revenue.” Journal of the Confederate House of Representatives 

:497, October 6, 1862. The bill was tabled (36 to 28). 

157. The agrarian emphasis of direct taxes was not lost on rural congressmen. As Rep- 
resentative Sidney Edgerton of Ohio, a Republican, complained, “the farmers of 
the country are to have their lands pledged as security for the payment of [the 
national] debt, while the great stockholders, the money lenders, and the merchant 
princes of Wall Street, and all the great capitalists, are to go free, and bear none of 
these burdens.” Congressional Globe 37:1:282, July 26, 1861; also see pp. 306-8, 
July 27, 1861. 
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states, not by the central government, and collections thus depended on 
the cooperation of the individual states. Internal revenue taxes, on the 
other hand, targeted liquid capital and monetary transactions, which were 
much more heavily concentrated in large cities and were collected by a 
thoroughly nationalized bureaucracy within the central state. Acting first, 
the Union established an internal revenue system on July 1, 1862, that 
placed license fees on almost every occupation or service function in the 
northern economy; reached almost all monetary transactions through 
excise, ad valorem, and stamp duties; raised the maximum rate on in- 
comes from 3 to 5 percent; and imposed levies on inheritance.'** As one 
European writer noted, “The citizen of the Union paid a tax every hour 
of the day, either directly or indirectly, for each act of his life; for his 
movable and immovable property; for his income as well as his expen- 
diture; for his business as well as his pleasure.”’"*? Reaching into almost 
every hamlet and town through a network of 185 collection districts, the 
new Bureau of Internal Revenue rapidly became the most coercive civilian 
agency of the national government. Aside from the military itself, no 
other bureaucratic expansion in the nineteenth century brought so many 
citizens into direct contact with central state authority. 

One year after the Union, the Confederacy established a very similar 
revenue system. The southern law imposed a one-time-only ad valorem 
tax of 8 percent on all farm and forest products; reached most profes- 
sional services and retail trade through occupational licenses and levies 
on gross sales; burdened “speculative” commodity transactions with a 
tax of 10 percent on profits; created a “‘tax-in-kind” of ro percent on 
all agricultural produce grown in 1863; and imposed an income tax.'® 
Though the two systems were not precisely comparable, southern levies 


158. For a description of the taxes imposed by this law and the operation of the system 
during the Civil War, see Amasa A. Redfield, A Hand-book of the U.S. Tax Law 
(New York: John S. Voorhies, 1863); George S. Boutwell, A Manual of the Direct 
and Excise Tax System of the United States (Boston: Little, Brown, 1863); George 
S. Boutwell, The Tax-payer’s Manual (Boston: Little, Brown, 1866); Smith, Federal 
Internal Tax History, p. 52, 313-18. For a legislative history of the act, see Curry, 
Blueprint for Modern America, pp. 170-80. The roll call included in the voting, 
analysis occurred upon passage of the act in the House of Representatives. Congres- 
sional Globe 37:2:1577, April 8, 1862. The vote was lopsided (125 to 14). 

159. Carl Von Hock, an Austrian, quoted in Frederic C. Howe, Taxation and Taxes in 
the U.S. under the Internal Revenue System, 1791-1895 (New York: Thomas Y. 
Crowell, 1896), p. 65. 

160. Todd, Confederate Finance, pp. 136-45; Coulter, Confederate States of America, 
pp. 178-81; 1863 American Cyclopaedia, pp. 227-8. The roll call included in the 
voting analysis was recorded on passage of the bill in the House. Journal of the 
Confederate House of Representatives 1:3:234-5, March 23, 1863. The bill passed 
by a wide margin (50 to 30). For the text of the original House version of the act, 
see ibid., pp. 219-28. For the text of the law as enacted, see “The Tax Act Approved 
April 24, 1863” (n.p.: pamphlet published by the Confederacy). 
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Table 3.3. Selected license fees imposed by the Union and 
the Confederacy 


Occupation/Facility Confederacy Union 
Apothecaries $50 $10 
Auctioneers 50 20 
Bankers 500 100 
Billiard rooms 40° 5 
Butchers and bakers 50 ° 
Confectioners 50 10 
Distillers 200 go 
Doctors 50 10 
Lawyers 50 10 
Peddlers 50 5-50 
Photographers 50 10-25 
Retail liquor dealers 100 20 
Theaters soo 100 
Tobacconists 50 10 
Wholesale liquor dealers 200 100 


“Under the April 24, 1863, and July 1, 1862, acts, respectively. See sources cited in the 
text. 
Per billiard table. 


appear to be at least as high as (if not higher than) those imposed by the 
North (see Tables 3.3 and 3.4). This conclusion depends, in part, on the 
rough equivalency between the stamp duties upon which the Union relied 
and the southern taxes on gross sales (which ranged up to 20 percent on 
the gross revenue of distillers). Within a year after passage, the Confed- 
eracy had collected $82 million under the internal revenue act from 338 
collection districts in ten states. This total does not include proceeds from 
the tax-in-kind, which were estimated at $40 million by March 1, 1864, 
and had no parallel in the Union."** Even allowing for a currency inflation 
that worked to the North’s advantage, Confederate collections compare 
very favorably with the $39 million returned to the Union during the 
federal system’s first year."* 

Measured by statutory rates, coverage, and revenues collected the Con- 


161. In comparing Union and Confederate extraction policies, we should also note that 
systematic impressment of supplies in the South increased the comparative rates at 
which the Confederacy extracted resources from the economy. Impressment had no 
counterpart in the North. 

162, Todd, Confederate Finance, p. 145; 1864 National Almanac and Annual Record 
(Philadelphia: George W. Childs, 1864), p. 192. The rapidly changing values of 
both the Confederate dollar and the Union greenback and a general lack of infor- 
mation concerning when these revenues were received make any comparison of 
collections in gold equivalents extremely difficult. See, for example, Eugene M. 
Lerner, “Money, Prices, and Wages in the Confederacy, 1861~65," and Wesley C. 
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Table 3.4. Income taxes levied in the Confederacy and the Union 


Income Bracket or Exemption Confederate Union 
Exemption First $500 First $600 
$ s00to 1,500 5% 3% 
1,500 to $,000 10 3 
5,000 to 10,000 125 3 
‘over 10,000 15 5 


Note: These are marginal tax rates under the April 24, 1863, and July 1, 1862, acts, 
respectively. See sources cited in the text. On salary income the Confederacy exempted the 
first $1,000, imposed taxes of 1 percent on the next $1,500, and 2 percent on income 
above $2,500. 


federate internal revenue system extracted more wealth from that erected 
by the Union. This does not, however, imply that southern financial policy 
was a success — far from it. The South established a system after a crucial 
one-year delay that seriously undermined the value of Confederate cur- 
rency and made many civilian monetary transactions with the government 
unwelcome. In addition, the Confederate advantage in internal revenue 
could not begin to replace the advantage the Union enjoyed in collections 
from customs duties. Measured in gold, the tariff alone extracted more 
resources from the northern economy than the remainder of the revenue 
system. In contrast, no manipulation of customs duties could possibly 
deliver substantial revenue to the Confederacy after the Union naval 
blockade of southern ports became effective. This deficiency could not 
be made up by raising the rates already imposed by the southern internal 
revenue system, because those rates were already so high that adminis- 
tration was difficult and evasion rampant. Technically, major portions 
of the Confederate revenue system were not perceptibly different from 
partial confiscation, and they destroyed the forms of commerce from the 
flow of which, theoretically, they were intended to skim wealth.'** 
While the Confederacy erred in not establishing a system in the first 
year of the war, the revenue problem the South faced was probably 
unsolvable. The Union, however, extracted wealth from a much larger, 
more commercially developed economy in which more modest tax rates 


Mitchell, “The Greenbacks and the Cost of the Civil War,” in Adreano, ed., The 
Economic Impact of the American Civil War, pp. 31-60, 85-97. Even so, Confed- 
erate collections were made from a much smaller stream of commerce than those 
in the North and, everything considered, probably constituted a significantly greater 
burden on the population. 

163. The Confederate system verged on partial confiscation because those compelled to 
remit internal revenue duties were unable to pass on these taxes to the consumers 
they served and, thus, at least part of these taxes assumed the form of central state 
consumption of private capital. 
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could deliver revenue from renewable flows of capital and goods. In 
addition, full participation in the world economy produced, for the 
Union, even greater revenue from another source, customs duties. Lim- 
iting comparison to the respective internal revenue systems, discounting 
the southern experience for tardy response, but giving the Confederacy 
an overall superiority in comprehensiveness and design, a general eval- 
uation of comparative central state performance in this policy area must 
view Union and Confederate efforts as approximately equivalent. 


National banks. The initial establishment of the national bank system 
has been classified as an extraction policy for several reasons. Most 
important, during the Civil War membership in the federal system was 
voluntary. As a consequence, the exercise of central state authority in 
this policy area did relatively little to reshape property relations. For 
similar reasons, while the formation of national banks during this early 
period created a client group dependent in potentially significant ways 
on the viability of the central state, these banks could fairly easily turn 
in their national charters, exit from the system, and thus end the clientele 
relationship with the government. In fact, the strongest role of the na- 
tional bank system established in 1863 appears to have been as a con- 
sumer and marketer of federal debt.'** These institutions purchased 
Union debt on their own account as legally required security for the 
issuance of national bank notes. The banks also worked closely with the 
Treasury and appointed agents to market government bonds throughout 
northern society. While these extraction-related characteristics were the 
most prominent features of the system before 1865, the postwar system 
possessed much more powerful implications for clientele-group formation 
and for property relations (discussed in Chapter 4). In creating the na- 
tional bank system, the Union took a major step in central state devel- 
opment that had no parallel in the southern Confederacy. 

As has been stressed, this review of extraction policy is not a full 
comparison of the respective financial policies of the Union and Confed- 
erate states. A full comparison would take the analysis into policy areas 
in which extraction is a secondary feature (an example is the “legal 
tender” quality attached to Union greenbacks) or may not even be quan- 


164. The roll call included in the voting analysis was recorded on passage of the national 
bank bill in the House of Representatives. Congressional Globe 37:3:1148, February 
20, 1863. Seventy-eight members supported the bill, 64 opposed. For the final text 
of the national bank law, see 1863 American Cyclopaedia, pp. 295-304; for a brief 
history of legislative consideration, see Curry, Blueprint for Modern America, 
pp. 204~6; also, Paludan, “A People’s Contest,” pp. 122-6; Albert S. Bolles, The 
Financial History of the United States, vol. 3 (New York: D. Appleton, 1894), 
pp. 127-8. 
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tifiable in monetary terms (an example is conscription of manpower). As 
defined here, extraction policies do not substantially restructure the po- 
litical economies in which they operate. Instead, they are programs 
framed so as to allow the central state to draw wealth from production 
and commercial transactions without altering the terms of internal trade 
or the distribution of activity among economic sectors; the rate and point 
at which the state appropriates resources are, in fact, often chosen so as 
to minimize impact on the political economy. In a narrow sense, the 
Union outperformed the Confederacy in the extraction of resources be- 
cause the former established a national bank system without paralle! 
the South. In a larger sense, however, the comparative wealth of the 
North allowed the Union to create a classic market-centered revenue 
system molded to the shape and potential of the northern economy while 
the material disadvantages under which the Confederacy operated com- 
pelled the South to push taxation policies beyond mere extraction into 
outright confiscation (as in impressment and internal revenue policies). 
More than any other aspect of central state development, the emergence 
of relatively statist policies within the extraction dimension usually de- 
pends on the existence of the kind of well-developed and commercialized 
economy that the North possessed. In less favorably endowed societies, 
such as the Confederacy, aggressive taxation consumes the very marrow 
of production and destroys open markets. 


7. The world system 


From a statist perspective, the relationship of the nation to the remainder 
of the world system would be largely determined by a professional career 
bureaucracy insulated from the parochial concerns of internal domestic 
politics. In such a government, the bureaucracy would base the broad 
internal development and foreign policies of the country on the national 
interest, free from the short-term political interests that otherwise divide 
the polity, restrict bureaucratic freedom of action, and debilitate long- 
term planning capacity. Under the world-system dimension we consider 
the broad policies that a state might enact as part of such a statist design. 


Tariff. Customs duties both extract resources from the economy and 
protect domestic producers from foreign competition, to an extent vary- 
ing with the size of the duty. A tariff that minimized protection and 
maximized revenue might conceivably fall under the extraction dimension 
of central state authority. The most important feature of the Union tariff, 
however, was the openly protectionist schedules that encouraged the 
domestic expansion of almost every manufacturing sector in the northern 
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economy. These schedules were particularly effective in directing capital 
investment into iron and steel production, so much so that iron and steel 
producers can be numbered among the most important clients of the 
Union government from the close of the Civil War until the end of the 
century. 

Even before Lincoln was inaugurated, the last antebellum Congress 
enacted the Morrill tariff of March 2, 1861, which has been called “the 
first triumph of Northern industrial over Southern agricultural econ- 
omy.” This act was followed by an August 1861 revision that again 
raised duties in many schedules. The subsequent tariff act of June 30, 
1864, again increased duties, this time to levels that became prohibitive 
for many goods and commodities."*’ As a statist program for reshaping 
the pattern of investment and development of the national political econ- 
omy, the 1864 tariff had few, if any, equals in the nineteenth century. 

In one of its few deviations from the antebellum federal framework, 
the Confederate Constitution prohibited the establishment of a tariff 
intended “to promote or foster any branch of industry.” This provision, 
with its limitations on the discretionary authority of the central state to 
shape internal development through manipulation of the terms of foreign 
trade, weakened the formal structure and power of the Confederate gov- 
ernment. Prior to its adoption on February 9, 1861, the Provisional 
Congress had continued in force the existing U.S. tariff enacted in 1857. 
Although the early decision to continue existing schedules was motivated 
by the desire of representatives from border states (for example, North 
Carolina, Tennessee, and Virginia) to protect their home industries from 
foreign competition, later reductions and modifications, adopted May 21 
and August 3, 1861, removed most duties in excess of those required for 
revenue."® Included among the changes the South made in the 1857 
schedules was the addition of a section providing for the duty-free ad- 


165. Herbert Ronald Ferleger, David A. Wells and the American Revenue System, 1865— 
1870 (New York: Private printing, 1942), p. 119. For a discussion of the 1864 act 
and excerpts from congressional debate, see Edward Young, Customss-Tariff Leg- 
islation of the United States (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1877), 
pp. cxxxii-ix; for a comparison of individual schedules under the 1857, March 
1861, and August 1861, and 1864 tariffs, see pp. 40-97. The roll call included in 
the voting analysis was taken upon passage of the 1864 act in the House of Rep- 
resentatives. Congressional Globe 38:1:2751, June 4, 1864. Eighty-one members 
voted for the revision, 26 opposed. 

166. In order to entice imports of war materiel and encourage those willing to run the 
blockade, the Confederacy also reduced duties in other schedules. Richmond Daily 
Examiner, May 25, 1861; Yearns, Confederate Congress, pp. 162-7. For Confed- 
erate tariff schedules, see the Richmond Daily Examiner, April 12 and June 18, 
1861. 
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mission of “‘breadstuffs” from the Northwest, special treatment that was 
intended to reduce opposition to southern independence in the western 
half of the Union.'*” 

In spite of the constitutional ban on import duties, protectionist sen- 
timent was strong in some quarters of the Confederacy, and attempts 
were made to expand the tariff into the gray area between revenue col- 
lection and import protection." Such efforts, however, proved counter- 
productive, because they provoked an even larger movement to repeal 
the tariff entirely and open the South to unrestricted free trade in the 
world economy. During debate on one such free-trade proposal, Rep- 
resentative John Perkins of Louisiana noted that the measure had been 
“recommended by the Legislatures of Georgia, Texas, and South Carolina 

. by a very large number of the merchants of New Orleans, and by the 
Chamber of Commerce of Charleston...{and] by the Commercial and 
Planters convention that met in Georgia,” adding that the secretary of 
the treasury’s “statement showed that the revenue collected from imports 
[since July 1861] was just about equal to the expense of collection... 
we surrender nothing whatever of the revenue in point of fact.” The 
House of Representatives subsequently adopted the bill, which would 
have entailed an unqualified commitment to free trade by the Confederate 
state; however, the Senate failed to consider the proposal, and Confed- 


167. Other changes provided for free navigation of the Mississippi from the river's mouth 
to the northern border of the Confederacy, repealed U.S. navigation laws, with their 
hated monopoly on the coastal trade for American vessels, and imposed an export 
tax on cotton of one-eighth of a cent per pound. (An export tax was then and still 
is prohibited by the United States Constitution.) Russel, Economic Aspects of South- 
ern Sectionalism, pp. 259-60, 273-4. Although important as a precedent, the export 
duty produced almost no revenue for the government (about $6,009 total in specie 
during the war). Schwab, Confederate States of America, pp. 240-2; Todd, Con- 
federate Finance, pp. 1234. As one of the last acts of the first session, the Provisional 
Congress prohibited the exportation of cotton to the North. Since, as the Richmond 
Daily Examiner noted, the naval blockade prevented exports to Europe, the sale of 
cotton to the Union would have damaged southern interests by stimulating the 
northern economy (May 27 and June 5, 1861). For examples of Union regula- 
tion of northern trade with the Confederacy, see 1862 American Cyclopaedia, pp. 
227-343 1864 American Cyclopaedia, pp. 189-933 1865 American Cyclopaedia, 
pp. 184-6. 

168. On March 8, 1862, for example, Representative Augustus Wright of Georgia pre- 
sented to the Confederate House of Representatives a letter from Colonel Wade S. 
Cottran, President of the Bank of the Empire State in which the latter argued that 
investment in iron production should be encouraged by a protective tariff. Pro- 
ceedings, 44:123. See, more generally, Todd, Confederate Finance, p. 128. While 
southern industry was insulated from the world economy as long as the Union 
blockaded southern ports, private manufacturers were often reluctant to expand 
their facilities because they feared that the end of the war would again expose them 
to foreign competition. 
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erate tariff policy remained focused on revenue — though, as Perkins 
observed, most customs offices probably operated at a loss.'*” 

The free-trade bill was a potential blow to the foreign-policy powers 
of the Confederate state because it neither yielded revenue to the gov- 
ernment nor created dependent economic sectors protected by a state- 
maintained tariff wall. In creating these dependent sectors, it should be 
noted, the state would also have provided central direction and encour- 
agement to internal economic development. Between the twin goals of 
revenue enhancement and economic development, a theory of central 
state authority cannot choose; each contributes to the authority and 
influence of the state in a different way. A theoretically consistent en- 
dorsement of free-trade principles, however, entails the renunciation. of 
both statist alternatives. Adoption of such principles not only weakens 
the revenue capacity of the government and forgoes one of the most 
powerful means of directing the shape of internal development, but also 
leaves the home market vulnerable to exploitation by other central states 
through their own trade policies. 

In the end, the Confederate state both repudiated pure free-trade prin- 
ciples by rejecting abandonment of the tariff as a revenue policy and 
vitiated most of the significance of the constitutional ban on protectionism 
through control of blockade-running shippers (see below). The southern 
export duty on cotton was also a novel expansion of central state au- 
thority over foreign commerce. On the whole, however, the Union ex- 
ploited both the revenue potential and the protectionist possibilities of 
the tariff with much more confidence and statist sensibility than did the 
Confederacy. 


Negotiated peace. Both the Union and Confederate states conferred upon 
their respective presidents wide discretion over the articulation of war 
goals and foreign policy generally. This discretionary authority, however, 
was a heavily contested prerogative in both political systems. In the South, 
presidential control of foreign relations was most commonly challenged 
by congressmen who wished to prod the executive into talks with the 
Union government in Washington. These congressmen emerged as a po- 
litical force as the prospects for an outright Confederate military victory 
diminished. Always a distinct minority, the group had an essentially 
conservative goal: a negotiated peace in which the South would gain the 


169. Proceedings, 45:59~6t, April 2, 1862. The roll call included in the voting analysis 
arose upon passage of this free trade proposal (67 to 16 — a “nay” vote conforms 
to the statist position). Journal of the Confederate House of Representatives, 
1:1:170-1. Also see Todd, Confederate Finance, p. 128. 
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practical equivalence or substance of independence. As many scholars 
and contemporary observers have noted, it was never clear — particularly 
after Lincoln’s victory over McClellan in the 1864 presidential election 
— why the Union would consider negotiating such a peace. 

The most serious attempt to propose negotiations was contained in a 
joint resolution offered by James T. Leach of North Carolina, a member, 
as Alexander and Beringer put it, of the “lunatic fringe.” Leach proposed 
that delegations from the individual states request that President Davis 
offer a ninety-day armistice to the U.S. government as a precondition to 
negotiations concerning a peace in which individual state sovereignty and 
independence would be secured. Although not explicitly binding on 
Davis, the measure was aptly perceived as an infringement upon the 
president’s foreign policy prerogatives. After brief debate, the joint res- 
olution was tabled by a large majority.'”° 

In the North, President Lincoln was challenged by a similar peace 
movement that sought to open up congressionally sponsored negotiations 
with southern representatives. While a few of these members openly 
advocated Confederate independence, most viewed formal negotiations 
as a way of developing and proposing guarantees for the protection of 
southern interests in a reunited nation. These guarantees would then be 
ratified as new amendments to the Constitution. This movement was 
most powerful early in the war when subjection of the Confederacy 
seemed unlikely.'’* These proposals for peace negotiations carried neg- 
ative statist implications for several reasons. In the first place, they threat- 
ened to replace presidential control of foreign relations with some form 
of congressional direction of foreign policy. Such a transfer of influence 
would lodge governmental authority in a less statist branch (which would, 
nothing else considered, place the decision within the “administrative- 
capacity” dimension). Even more important, however, than the structural 
implications of peace proposals were their potential substantive impact. 
“Peace,” in both instances, would have been accompanied by serious 
qualifications of national sovereignty, a consideration that properly 


170. Anatomy of the Confederate Congress, p. 295; Yearns, Confederate Congress, 171— 
83; Journal of the Confederate House of Representatives 2:1:84~5, May 23, 1864. 
‘Sixty-two members supported the statist position (to table the motion for peace 
negotiations), 21 members opposed the motion. 

171. The roll call included in the voting analysis was taken on a “peace resolution” 
offered only a week after the first battle of Bull Run, a disastrous defeat for Union 
forces only a day’s march outside Washington. At that time almost a third of all 
congressmen supported congressionally sponsored negotiations with commissioners 
appointed by the “so-called Confederate States.” The measure, however, was de- 
feated (41 to 85). Congressional Globe 37:1:331, July 29, 1861. 
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places these decisions under the world-system dimension. Since both 
political systems rejected these peace initiatives, the Union and the Con- 
federacy turned in similar performances in this policy area.'”* 


Union Pacific Railroad. Construction of a transcontinental railroad con- 
necting California with western extensions of the major eastern trunk 
lines carried several important implications for the position of the United 
States in the world system. As a broad policy on internal development, 
the railroad proposed to channel settlement along a route chosen by the 
government and to share state-sponsored sales of land (theoretically in 
the form of homesteads) with a private, albeit relatively heavily regulated 
corporation. The link also promised to promote national security by 
facilitating the movement of troops and military supplies between the 
west coast and the more populated east. Because California harbored 
substantial secessionist sentiment in its own right and viewed proposed 
construction of the railroad as a serious governmental commitment to 
the Pacific community, the project also promised to promote national 
unity. Passage of the Pacific Railroad Act of July 1, 1862, was, for these 
reasons, an active assertion of central state authority by the northern 
Union.'”* 


Colonizationlemancipation/confiscation. The confiscation of southern 
property and emancipation of slaves presented the Union with devel- 
opmental questions even more profound than the settlement of the west- 
ern frontier. As far as that response was articulated during the Civil War 
years, Union policy combined several related programs, concerning eman- 
cipation, confiscation, and colonization. In terms of future national de- 


172. If this comparison were broadened to include congressional pressure and influence 
over the conduct of the war itself, the Union political process would have to be 
evaluated as distinctly less statist than that of the Confederacy. See, for example, 
the interventionist activities of congressional “radicals” who directed the secret 
hearings and investigations of the Joint Committee on the Conduct of the War. T. 
Harry Williams, Lincoln and the Radicals (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 
1965). 

173. For a discussion of the politics of the act, see Chapter 2. Also see Curry, Blueprint 
for Modern America, pp. 120-36; Nelson Trottman, History of the Union Pacific: 
A Financial and Economic Survey (New York: Augustus M. Kelley, 1966), pp. 3— 
22; Paludan, “A People’s Contest,” pp. 135—9. For a discussion of the importance 
of the Pacific railroad in countering California separatist sentiment and promoting 
‘economic integration with the remainder of the nation, see Joseph Ellison, California 
and the Nation, 1850-1869 (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1927), 
pp. 170-88; Kerry A. Odell, “The Integration of Regional and Interregional Capital 
Markets: Evidence from the Pacific Coast, 1883-1913,” Journal of Economic His- 
tory 49 (June 1989): 306. The roll call included in the voting analysis was recorded 
upon passage of the act in the House of Representatives. Congressional Globe 
37:2:1971, May 6, 1862. The bill passed easily (79 to 49). 
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velopment, the emancipation of southern blacks was interpreted as giving 
freedmen a choice of residence and nationality. Land and other property 
confiscated from disloyal Southerners would be used to subsidize the 
colonization abroad of those freedmen who chose to settle under another 
flag. (That most, if not all, blacks would choose to emigrate was never 
doubted.) Finally, in order to complete this program, the president would 
negotiate the location and terms of colonization with other countries. In 
theory, approximately four million blacks were to be removed from the 
United States and permanently relocated abroad. In broad terms, au- 
thority for these policies had already been enacted when the House of 
Representatives considered funding for the program.'”* The section of 
the appropriations bill in which the funding was provided specified that 
the spending authority was intended “to enable the President to carry 
out the act of Congress for the emancipation of the slaves in the District 
of Columbia, and to colonize those to be made free by the probable 
passage of a confiscation bill, $500,000, to be repaid to the Treasury out 
of confiscated property, to be used at the discretion of the president in 
securing the right of colonization of said persons made free, and in 
payment of the necessary expenses of their removal.” Although a motion 
to strike this section was defeated (41 to 70), the United States never 
carried out this program of confiscation-subsidized colonization.'’* Still, 
however, the northern government’s half-hearted efforts to impose this 
state-centered “solution” to the problem of the freedmen surpassed, from 
a statist perspective, any policy ever developed in the Confederacy. 


Blockade cargo. Some of the first “world-system” policies that turned 
the Confederate state in an interventionist direction were those that pro- 
hibited cotton exports to the Union except where sales were conducted 
by authorized Confederate officials. This prohibition was later expanded 
to include all staple crops, but it was almost impossible to enforce. Trade 
with nations other than the Union primarily took the form of evading 
the blockade imposed by the Union navy and was much easier to monitor 
and control.'”* In 1863 the Confederacy sought to compel vessels running 


174. Bogue, Congressman’s Civil War, pp. 47-8. 

175. Congressional Globe 37:2:3331, July 14, 1862. For a history of this legislation, see 
Curry, Blueprint for Modern America, pp. 36-56; for a chronology of Lincoln's 
efforts to negotiate a site for colonization, see Long, Civil War, pp. 55, 179. 241, 
251, 292, 303, 459. For a discussion of possible emancipation/colonization schemes, 
see Senator Doolittle of Wisconsin’s comments in the Appendix to the Congressional 
Globe 37:2:94—101, April 11, 1862. 

176. Yearns, Confederate Congress, pp. 135-8. On the importance of blockade running 
to the Confederate war effort and its scale in general, see Bradlee, Blockade Running 
during the Civil War; Gordon Wright, “Economic Conditions in the Confederacy 
as seen by the French Consuls,” Journal of Southern History 7, no. 2 (May 1941): 
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the blockade to dedicate one-third to one-half of all cargo space to gov- 
ernment imports. This statute, however, exempted vessels chartered or 
owned by the dual states, an exception that frustrated Confederate 
efforts to centralize import controls. 

In February 1864 the Confederate government assumed control of 50 
percent of the export/import trade upon adoption of a law prohibiting 
the importation of luxuries and another giving the president wide dis- 
cretionary power over exports. Under the latter, enacted February 6, 
1864, the president was given control over the “exportation of cotton, 
tobacco, military and naval stores, sugar, molasses, and rice” and au- 
thorized to use the army and navy to enforce Confederate trade regu- 
lations. President Davis aggressively used this authority, and an effective 
centralization of much of the foreign trade of the Confederacy was 
achieved. In fact, executive control was viewed with so much alarm that 
the Confederate Congress subsequently passed two measures intended to 
weaken presidential authority. Davis stopped each of these measures with 
vetoes."”” This unprecedented imposition of central state controls on the 
flow of foreign trade was never contemplated in any form by the Union. 

The Union and Confederate states occupied very different positions 
within the world system during the Civil War. The Union enjoyed un- 
restricted access to the remainder of the world economy even while im- 
posing a naval blockade on trade between the southern state and other 
nations. The Confederate economy was comparatively isolated by the 
blockade and, beyond a handful of oceanic raiders, was unable to threaten 
the flow of foreign goods into the North. The Union, in addition, inherited 
the vast western frontier from the antebellum federal government while, 
aside from west Texas, the Confederacy was a relatively settled country. 
Finally, the emancipation policies of the North held significant impli- 
cations for possible state-centered direction of national development. Any 
program that promised to eliminate private rights to over half the wealth 
of a society (such as the emancipation of slaves in the South did) must 
create an immense opportunity, from a statist perspective, for government 
determination of the disposition of that property. In the case of slavery, 
the Union first timidly moved toward relocation abroad and, only sub- 


200-2; Hill, State Socialism in the Confederate States of America, pp. 8—9; Leber- 
gott, “Through the Blockade,” pp. 867-8; and in Florida, Davis, Civil War and 
Reconstruction, pp. 198-203. 

177. General Orders No. 43 (April 16, 1864), General Orders of the Confederate States 
Army, 1864, pp. 84-6 (includes implementing regulations). For the text of the 
statute, see Public Laws of the Confederate States of America, Fourth Session, First 
Congress, pp. 181-3. The House originally approved the law on January 28, 1864 
(61 to 11; Journal of the Confederate House of Representatives 1:4:703). Also see, 
Hill, State Socialism in the Confederate States of America, pp. 14-23. 
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sequently, toward an expanding notion of black citizenship accompanied 
by federal guarantees of fundamental civil and voting rights. The Con- 
federacy could not, of course, contemplate similar programs without 
destroying its social base and was never presented with the opportunity 
to impose a parallel form of expropriation upon northern wealth. 

These differences between northern and southern experience offer a 
tempting explanation for comparative Union and Confederate state per- 
formance within the world-system dimension. The relatively minor ad- 
vantage of the Union in the tariff and colonization policy areas and the 
major superiority that must be attached to the transcontinental railroad 
appear to represent the exploitation of policy alternatives that were more 
or less closed to the South. Similarly, the Confederate imposition of 
export/import controls, a major initiative not duplicated in the North, 
could be considered a response to a challenge (the naval blockade) not 
faced by the Union. In these ways, the two states were unquestionably 
shaped by the challenges and the opportunities each faced during the 
war. On the other hand, the two regimes also reflected the nature and 
limitations of their respective social bases, including the organizational 
forms their respective nationalist movements assumed. In the next, con- 
cluding section of this chapter, we will consider the ways in which these 
elements — battlefield challenge, social base, and organizational form — 
contributed to Union and Confederate state formation. 


Part II: Summary comparison of Union and 
Confederate state organization and performance 


While there will always be disagreement over the evaluation of Union 
and Confederate performance in some of the forty-two policy areas ana- 
lyzed here, the evidence clearly indicates superiority, from a statist per- 
spective, for one of the two states in most comparisons of individual 
policies. Each of the comparisons, listed in Table 3.5, samples a portion 
of the respective contours and content of the two states. Some policy 
areas, such as the establishment of a home for veterans or authority for 
military academy appointments, are relatively unimportant even as they 
help to fill out this broad survey of comparative state development. Others 
represent much more significant areas of potential state expansion. In 
this select group would fall, for example, conscription, suspension of the 
writ of habeas corpus, government impressment of property, the internal 
revenue system, and the tariff. Further comparison can isolate themati- 
cally related sets of policies in which one of the two regimes held sig- 
nificant advantages over the other. This analytical strategy, in fact, leads 
us to view the two regimes from radically different perspectives. 


Table 3.5. Summary comparison of structural and operational strength 


of the Union and Confederate states 


Dimension 


Policy area 


Stronger state 


1. Centralization of authority 


2. Administrative capacity 


3. Citizenship 


4. Control of property 


. Creation of client groups 


6. Extraction of resources 


7. World system 


a) 
b) 
©) 


*d) 


Secret sessions 
States appoint officers 
Expulsion of members 
Militia outside state 
Freedmen’s Bureau 
Reconstruction 
Nationalization of currency 
Supreme court jurisdiction 


Academy appointments 
Removal of officers 
Court of claims 

Board of admiralty 
General staff 
Exemptions 

Civil service test 

A supreme court 


Conscription 
Habeas corpus 
Emancipation 

Railroad subsidy 
Control of railroads 
Financial markets 
Slaves as soldiers 
Confiscation 
Bankruptcy 
Impressment 
Destruction of property 


Legal tender notes 
Treasury debt 

Homesteads in Confederacy 
Military pensions 
Redistribution of income 
Price controls 

Veteran soldiers’ home 


Direct taxes/internal duties 
Internal revenue 
National banks 


Tariff 

Negotiated peace 

Pacific railroad 
Colonization/confiscation 
Blockade cargo 


Confederacy 
Neither 
Neither 
Neither 
Union 
Union 
Union 
Neither 


Confederacy 
Neither 
Confederacy 
Neither 
Union 
Confederacy 
Confederacy 
Union 


Confederacy 
Union 
Union 


Neither 
Confederacy 
Union 
Union 
Confederacy 
Neither 
Confederacy 
Confederacy 
Union 
Union 
Union 
Union 
Confederacy 
Confederacy 
Union 
Neither 
Neither 
Union 
Union 
Neither 
Union 
Union 
Confederacy 


Note: All policy areas are discussed in the text under their appropriate headings. Asterisked 
entries are policy areas in which cither the Union or Confederate House of Representatives 
(but not both) recorded votes. In all other areas, both the Union and Confederate chambers 


recorded votes. 
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Confederate advantages over the Union were most prominent in both 
the administrative design of the southern state and in policy areas relating 
to government control of property and labor. Much of the South’s su- 
periority in administrative design was due to the relative weakness of the 
Confederate Congress vis-a-vis the executive and central state bureau- 
cracy. That legislature, in turn, was comparatively insulated from societal 
influence because most deliberations were conducted in secret and many 
members represented districts behind Union lines, which gave them un- 
usual freedom from direct constituency pressure. These related devel- 
opments placed the Confederate Congress in a distinctly secondary but 
supportive role in southern state formation. 

The most impressive accomplishment of the Confederate state was the 
extensive apparatus the South established in order to mobilize manpower 
and materiel. Considered as a whole, the Confederate state attempted to 
direct a mobilization of men and materiel as complete and as centrally 
directed as any in American history. Detailed comparison of individual 
policy areas cannot fully convey the comprehensive nature of southern 
state controls, the interlocking application of these programs in the field, 
or their aggressive exercise by implementing Confederate officers and 
agents. In this section, we can consider the synergistic impact of some 
of the most salient features of this system. Based primarily on conscription 
and impressment policies, Confederate controls brought the southern 
factory, railroad, and plantation into the war effort even where formal 
legal authority was lacking. Conscription, for example, not only sent men 
to the front but also, through military details and categorical exemptions, 
allocated labor throughout the southern economy, thus providing the 
foundation for further expansion of central state authority over other 
portions of the political economy and social relations.'”* The exemption 
of overseers on plantations with twenty or more slaves, for example, was 
both a necessary measure for maintaining agricultural production and a 
major irritant in class relations in that poor, non-slave-owning whites 
were sent to the front while much of the plantation elite enjoyed ex- 
emption from military service. In partial redress of this grievance, the 
Confederate state taxed exempted overseers and returned that revenue 
to soldiers’ families while making surplus plantation production available 
to the government and soldiers’ families under regulated schedules that 


178. As Emory Thomas put it, “There were approximately 1,000,000 white men between 
cighteen and forty-five in the Confederacy. At one time or another about 750,000 
of these men were Confederate soldiers. If the number of men exempted from service 
or detailed from service to perform some vital civilian task is added to that, the 
total involved in the war would very nearly approximate the South’s military pop- 
ulation.” Confederate Nation, p. 155. 
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set prices below market levels. Seen in combination, these policies com- 
mitted the Confederate state to an active role in the amelioration of class 
conflict as the state moved beyond mere exploitation of the material 
potential of the plantation economy. From this position, the Confederacy, 
had it survived, could have undertaken an even more interventionist 
reorganization of the southern political economy (along the lines sug- 
gested by the enlistment of slaves as soldiers and their simultaneous 
emancipation — a policy adopted during the last month of southern 
independence). 

During the first year of conscription, suspension of the writ of habeas 
corpus helped overcome resistance to the draft in areas that came under 
presidential proclamations. Later, after upholding conscription’s consti- 
tutionality, the judiciaries of the individual states enforced compliance. 
Under conscription, categorical exemptions and the allocation of enlisted 
men to factory production brought most industrial and railroad opera- 
tions within the ambit of Confederate controls. Simply put, firms could 
not operate without labor and the Confederacy controlled the supply of 
able-bodied workers. Any factory or rail line considered nonessential or 
uncooperative could find its labor force confiscated by the Confederate 
state and reallocated to another use.'” Direct central state investment in 
industrial firms also subjected them to Confederate controls on produc- 
tion, prices, and profits. (Much of the total industrial capacity of the 
South was in fact owned and operated by the Confederacy.) 

Impressment of materiel reached units of production through the com- 
pensated confiscation of property and was used to compel civilian prop- 
erty holders to turn over supplies to the government. The authority was 
applied to both slaves and other forms of property, including factories 
and agricultural harvests, and dated from the very beginning of the war. 
Though impressment originally emerged as a martial law power exercised 
by armies in the field, the practice was later bureaucratized through an 
explicit statutory grant of authority to the military and the establishment 
of price-control boards. Even more detailed provisions affecting railroads, 
slave labor, and factory production followed. Because of the close as- 


179. See, for example, James Michael Russell, Atlanta, 1847-1890: City Building in the 
Old South and the New (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 988), 
pp. 100-6. Russell also discusses Confederate-directed industrial war production in 
Atlanta, including the operations of the nationalized arsenal and the use of con- 
scription authority to break strikes. For a general description of the number and 
‘occupation of military details during the war, see a tabular report prepared by the 
Bureau of Conscription in Official Records, ser. IV, vol. III, pp. 1101—10. On strikes 
and conscription generally, see Coulter, Confederate States of America, pp. 236-8; 
for the North, see David Montgomery, Beyond Equality: Labor and the Radical 
Republicans, 1862—1872 (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1967), pp. t00—1. 
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sociation between impressment and martial law, the practice was almost 
always unappealable (though civilians might appeal price decisions to 
the impressment boards). When used in conjunction with other authority 
to control railroad operations, impressment centralized the transport and, 
therefore, the supply of industrial raw materials in the hands of Confed- 
erate agents. Without raw materials, industrial operations would grind 
to a halt and impressment authority was sometimes used to assign war 
production priorities and render some productive capacity redundant. By 
the time the twin policies of conscription and impressment and their 
derivative applications met in the city or countryside, the susceptibility 
of manufacturers and the great plantations to Confederate command was 
complete."*° 

Although other features of the Confederate state similarly demonstrate 
the comprehensive mobilization of the southern nation, the synergistic 
combination of conscription and impressment policies constituted the 
foundation of the Confederate war effort.'*' Although some aspects of 
these and other policies were spelled out in law, most authority conferred 
upon the central state allowed executive or bureaucratic discretion. And, 
although this discretion could theoretically have been used to enhance 
the planning capacity and centralizing tendencies of the state, in practice 
both technological deficiency (primarily in telegraphic communication 


180. At the beginning of the war, the South was almost entirely deficient in war-making 
capital plane and skilled labor. Josiah Gorgas, “Contributions to the History of the 
Confederate Ordnance Departinent,” Southern Historical Society Papers 12 (Jan- 
uary and February 1884): 69. For the impact of Confederate war mobilization and 
manufacturing operations upon various cities and states, see Frederick F. Siegel, The 
Roots of Southern Distinctiveness: Tobacco and Society in Danville, Virginia, 1780- 
1865 (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1987), pp. 153—8; Kenneth 
Coleman, Confederate Athens (Athens: University of Georgia Press, 1967), pp. 95— 
100; Emory M. Thomas, The Confederate State of Richmond: A Biography of the 
Capital (Austin: University of Texas Press, 1971), pp. 23—4; Florence Fleming Cor- 
ley, Confederate City: Augusta, Georgia, 1860~186 5 (Columbia: University of South 
Carolina Press, 1960), pp. 46-61; in Georgia, see Mohr, On the Threshold of 
Freedom, pp. 120-89, and T. Conn Bryan, Confederate Georgia (Athens: University 
‘of Georgia Press, 1953), pp. 10117; for a general overview of Confederate control 
of the southern economy, see Thomas, Confederate Nation, pp. 134-5, 152-5, 206— 
16; Beringer et al., Why the South Lost the Civil War, pp. 215-18; Cappon, “Gov- 
ernment and Private Industry in the Southern Confederacy,” pp. 151-89; Frank E. 
Vandiver, Ploughshares into Swords: Josiah Gorgas and Confederate Ordnance 
(Austin: University of Texas Press, 1952), pp. §5-127, 136-271; Victor S. Clark, 
History of Manufacturers in the United States, vol. 2 (New York: Peter Smith, 
1949), PP. 41-53. 

181. For an example of how conscription and impressment authority were coordinated 
in nitre production, see General Orders No. 41 (May 31, 1862) and No. 66 (Sep- 
tember 12, 1862), Adjutant and Inspector General’s Office, General Orders of the 
Confederate States Army from January 1862 to December 1863 (Columbia, S.C.: 
Evans and Cogswell, 1864), pp. 55, 78. 
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but later extending to transportation) and chronic shortages in materiel 
and manpower forced a much more decentralized control apparatus upon 
the Confederacy.'** These same factors meant that similar administrative 
structures in the Union and the Confederacy would have burdened the 
southern political economy with much greater logistical demands (in 
terms of the allocation of manpower to bureaucratic service, government 
traffic over transportation and communication networks, and other mat- 
ters) than would have been required in the North. Even if the two war 
mobilizations had been equally state-centered, the much higher propor- 
tional demands of the Confederate war effort on the southern political 
economy would have produced a much more complete transformation 
of that agrarian society than the comparatively unobtrusive requirements 
of the Union on the northern industrial system. 

As shortages of materiel became more acute, individual bureaus as- 
sumed control over resources essential to their operations and allocated 
commodities to other departments within the government. The Nitre and 
Mining Bureau, for example, socialized mineral extraction and iron pro- 
duction by taking over mines and foundries or by so dominating their 
operations that outright confiscation was unnecessary."** The Subsistence 
and Quartermaster’s departments obtained exclusive purchasing rights 
in the domestic market through the power of impressment and thus 
became the sole agent in the allocation of cotton textile production. As 
the war continued, all agencies became increasingly dependent on running 
the naval blockade as the domestic economy, sundered by invasion and 
cavalry raids, failed."** The individual citizen was almost entirely helpless 
before these policies. Armed with immense and largely unappealable 
discretionary power, Confederate civilian and military agents improvised 
temporary solutions to the problem of supplying and arming a military 
force capable of holding at bay an army backed by one of the world’s 
leading industrial powers.'** 


182. Gorgas, “History of the Confederate Ordnance Department,” pp. 74, 793 Vandiver, 
Ploughshares into Swords, pp. 179, 214. For a general account of administrative 
decentralization in the western Confederacy, see James L. Nichols, The Confederate 
Quartermaster in the Trans-Mississippi (Austin: University of Texas, 1964). 
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184. Goff, Confederate Supply, pp. 157~8. The Confederate bureaucracy rapidly became 
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before Appomattox, send instructions to an impressment officer in Louisiana in- 
forming him that “the duty intrusted to you is a delicate one, and care will be taken 
not to interfere with any planter so as to curtail the provision crop which he may 
be cultivating.” Trexler, ““The Opposition of Planters to the Employment of Slaves,” 
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The Union, in fact, enjoyed manpower reserves and potential economic 
capacity that vastly surpassed southern resources in almost every respect. 
Ranging from a 2 to 1 advantage in railroad mileage to a ro to 1 ad- 
vantage in the value of annual manufacturing production, the Union 
drew on a vast reservoir of industrial and financial potential. With a 4 
to 1 preponderance in incorporated bank capital, a multiple of two or 
more in manpower, and real and personal property that exceeded south- 
ern wealth (including slaves) by a margin of 3 to 1, the enormous size 
of the northern political economy allowed the Union to develop a cap- 
italist version of the southern, quasisocialist war mobilization.'** Neither 
price controls, central state allocation of raw materials, nor expropriation 
of private production units can be found in the northern mobilization. 
Instead, lucrative contracts and excess productive capacity allowed the 
Union to rely on open-market agreements in order to mobilize materiel. 
What passed for conscription in the Union was also, in effect, a heavily 
market-oriented policy that neither comprehended the varying relevance 
of occupations to the war effort nor mobilized a significant fraction of 
northern manpower. In these respects, the Union state apparatus appears 
relatively anemic when compared to the Confederacy and, in fact, the 
southern state was a much more pervasive and encompassing presence 
in the daily life of southern society than the Union government was in 
the North.'*” The northern mobilization was, however, distinguished by 
several developments that were forever beyond the reach of the Confed- 
eracy. For one thing, a relatively prosperous economy allowed the Union 
to create and expand client-group policies that had no parallel in the 
South. The Homestead Act, veterans’ pensions, and an array of financial 
measures all tied the welfare of important groups in the political economy 
to the success or failure of the central government. Because of this relative 
material abundance, the Union was able to devise policies that brought 
in enough revenue to fund the war effort and yet did not destroy the 
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flow of commerce from which they skimmed wealth. The core financial 
policy of the Union ultimately evolved into a symbiotic program through 
which the northern state traded the organization of a national financial 
market in return for an (albeit not entirely willing) accommodation of 
finance capitalists to the needs of the Treasury. In all these respects, the 
policies of the Union state melded into the processes of the northern 
capitalist economy.'** The most striking feature of Union state formation 
was the reliance on unregulated capitalist markets through which the 
central state drew upon northern economic and manpower resource po- 
tential. In contrast, almost every revenue arrangement in the South sooner 
or later turned into outright expropriation and, thus, drove goods out 
of the visible stream of commerce as citizens and firms attempted to hide 
their activities from the unbearable demands of the Confederate war 
effort. While more statist in design and operation, the Confederacy im- 
posed comparatively cannibalistic demands on the southern political 
economy while the voluntarist structures of the Union reinforced the 
renewable vitality of northern commerce and productive capacity. While 
the quasisocialist response of the Confederacy to the challenge presented 
by Union invasion should be viewed as a remarkable leap beyond the 
premodern social base upon which the southern state rested, the Union 
mobilization carried little revolutionary potential and can be interpreted 
as an incrementalist, though accelerated adaptation of central state ca- 
pacity and design to advancing industrial and commercial interests."*? 

So far, the Union and Confederate states have been compared with 
respect to domestic policies that organized their national political econ- 
omies and citizenries. From a statist perspective, the Confederate expe- 
rience compares favorably and can be considered superior to that of the 
Union in these areas. Both states, however, also implemented policies 
that targeted the property, citizens, and social relations of the other, alien 
political economy. For the Confederacy, these policies were largely lim- 
ited to the confiscation of northern property holdings in the South, re- 
strictions on trading with the North, and negotiations with the Union 
over the exchange of prisoners of war.'”° 


188, For a theoretical discussion of possible extraction strategies that is compatible with 
Confederate and Union policies and their outcomes, see Margaret Levi, Of Rule 
and Revenue (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1988), ch. 2. 

189. On the adaption of the mode of central state extraction to the emergence of an 
exchange economy, see Charles Tilly, “Reflections on the History of European State- 
making,” p. 54; Gabriel Ardant, “Financial Policy and Economic Infrastructure of 
Modern States and Nations”, pp. 166, 176, 220, both articles appear in Tilly, ed., 
The Formation of National States in Western Europe. 

190. For a brief review of Confederate policy toward the exchange of prisoners and 
prisoners of war generally, see Bensel, “Southern Leviathan,” pp. 119-21. 
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Both Union and Confederate armies operated under similar interpre- 
tations of martial law but, because they occupied extensive areas of the 
South, northern commanders had many more opportunities to exercise 
this authority. In this policy area, the Union did not shy away from an 
aggressive exploitation of opportunities for central state enhancement. 
As Sherman moved through Georgia, for example, he ordered that: 


If any farmer or peaceable inhabitant is molested by the enemy, viz., 
the Confederate army or guerrillas, because of his friendship to the 
National Government, the perpetrator, if caught, will be summarily 
punished, or his family made to suffer for the outrage; but if the 
crime cannot be traced to the actual party, then retaliation will be 
made on the adherents to the cause of the rebellion; should a Union 
man be murdered, then a rebel selected by lot will be shot — or if a 
Union family be persecuted on account of the cause, a rebel family 
will be banished to a foreign land. In aggravated cases, retaliation 
will extend as high as five for one. All commanding officers will act 
promptly in such cases, and report their action after the retaliation 
is done.” 


While the sweeping and arbitrary repression of subject civilian popula- 
tions which this order advocated appears to be exceptional, the command 
was based on a general principle that the authority of the Union state 
over the rebellious South was unlimited — a principle that provided the 
foundation for much of Union state development during the Civil War 
and subsequent Reconstruction era. 

As northern troops moved South, the Union was presented with three 
major problems of varying urgency. The earliest appearing and most 
urgent of these problems concerned the immediate security of Union 
forces operating in hostile territory. Though impressive as an example 
of the potentially great power with which martial law can cloak a com- 
mander, Sherman’s order also illustrates the transient nature of such 
authority. Once such orders are revoked they leave little evidence in the 
political economy of their past operation or influence. More significant 
are those actions intended to undermine or destroy the resource base of 
the enemy. In this category might fall the burning of Jackson, Mississippi, 
Atlanta, Georgia, Columbia, South Carolina, and the plantations and 
farms along Sherman’s march to the sea. Even more important, however, 
were the confiscation of property owned by Confederate citizens, the 
emancipation of slaves, and the enrollment of southern blacks in the 
Union army. Grounded in martial law and the extraordinary war powers 
of the executive, these policies reshaped property and social relations in 


191. The order was issued January 14, 1865. 1865 American Cyclopaedia, p. 391. 


190 Yankee Leviathan 


Table 3.6. Pacification of the secessionist South and central state 
development in the Union 


Policy category Measures adopted or proposed 


Union efforts to restructure *Emancipation and slaves as soldiers: Elimination of 
southern property relations property rights in black slaves. 
* Confiscation: Expropriation of property owned by citizens 
who aided the Confederate war effort. 


Union control over * Reconstruction: Participation by loyal southerners in a 
political and economic controlled process in which: (1) governmental institutions 
institutions would be thoroughly reorganized; and (2) the political 


dominance of loyal elements in the South would become 
self-sustaining. 

*Freedmen’s Bureau: Central state redefinition of southern 
plantation labor relations and adjudication of black-white 
contractual agreements. Possible land redistribution. 

*Homesteads in the Confederacy: Land redistribution to 
Union veterans, both white and black. 

Role of freedmen in long- _*Colonization/confiscation: Central state directed 

term national development resettlement of blacks abroad. 
Self-sustaining loyal southern elite: Property 
redistribution, blacks become yeoman farmers. 
Client group of the central state: No property 
redistribution, but political and civil rights/dominance 
secured by direct central state intervention. 
Central state withdraws from active intervention in the 
southern political economy: Disloyal whites return to 
political—economic dominance. 


Note: Asterisked programs are described in the text as actual or potential Union policy 
choices. While those programs not asterisked were not formally entertained by the Union 
Congress during the Civil War, all were seriously considered during the Reconstruction 
era that immediately followed. 


the South and effected far-reaching and permanent changes in the south- 
ern political economy (see Table 3.6). 

The least urgent problem facing Union commanders, but the one that 
carried the widest potential for central state expansion, was the per- 
manent pacification of southern communities and the establishment of 
loyal governments in conquered territory. Here, secession and war had 
destroyed the antebellum governing authorities that might have mediated 
central state policy toward the South. The creation of new governmental 
structures in the South, combined with emancipation and more active 
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confiscation policies, could have remade the entire political economy by 
revamping the distribution of property between major societal groups 
and by making wartime loyalty to the Union a permanent condition for 
access to political power. The Wade—Davis Bill, the es- 
tablishment of the Freedmen’s Bureau, and the contemplated but never 
enacted southern homestead policy represent the kind of statist initiatives 
either considered or experimentally attempted as part of a larger paci- 
fication program. Though reconstruction of the southern political econ- 
omy ultimately failed to create a new and dominant loyalist class, the 
experience nonetheless represented an extremely important expansion of 
central state capacity. 

Among the long-term pacification choices open to the Union, four 
alternatives stand out, all involving different roles for blacks and the 
central state in the southern political economy. The only one formally 
considered in the Union Congress as a comprehensive program would 
have resettled freedmen abroad and thus eliminated any significant black 
participation in subsequent national development. This alternative was 
first tentatively adopted and then rejected when property confiscation 
was abandoned and receptive colonies could not be found. The aban- 
donment of property confiscation also undermined the practicality of 
policies intended to establish freedmen as economically independent yeo- 
man farmers. Without the emergence of land ownership by freedmen, 
loyal Southerners would be dependent clients of the Union government 
and their political influence would rest ultimately on continued central 
state intervention in southern political processes. In the years immediately 
following the war, this alternative was, by default, Union policy (see 
Chapter 6). With the withdrawal of Union troops from the South, disloyal 
whites returned to political dominance throughout former Confederate 
territory. This brief review of possible alternative trajectories indicates 
the potential scope and influence of Union occupation and pacification 
policies on national development; as the postwar period unfolded, the 
Union chose the least statist of these possibilities. 

Thus, in conclusion, we can say that the Confederacy was much 
stronger than the Union with respect to central state direction and control 
of the domestic political economy. This comparative advantage was par- 
ticularly marked in the policy dimensions associated with administrative 
design and governmental control of property and manpower. On the 
other hand, the Union established highly statist policies for directing the 
pacification of the conquered South and for determining the broad con- 
tours of national development and the position of the nation in the world 
system. In most of these areas, the Confederacy never had an opportunity 
to attempt comparable expansions of state authority. Given the very 
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different evaluations of central state strength that could be supported by 
evidence drawn from either broad perspective, a single, summary state- 
ment of comparative state strength is impossible. Each was strong in 
different ways. 

We now turn to an examination of the social bases of the Union and 
Confederate states. The following sections identify those social groups 
and economic classes that elected congressmen who subsequently pro- 
vided legislative support for central state expansion during the American 
Civil War. Looking at the legislative patterns of support and opposition 
to the state-expanding policies previously identified in this chapter reveals 
those groups and classes that consistently gave political backing to statist 
policies across the wide range of substantive and organizational issues 
raised during Union and Confederate state formation. These groups and 
classes were the social bases of their respective states. With reference to 
their respective antebellum citizenries, the Union was apparently founded 
upon a much narrower social base than the Confederacy; in fact, the 
social base of the latter was so broad as to encompass almost the entire 
southern nation. In addition, societal support for state expansion was 
funneled through two very different political arrangements. In the North, 
a very strong political party thoroughly controlled the central state and 
directed its activities. In the South, the party system disappeared and a 
fluid, executive-led congressional coalition granted ever-increasing dis- 
cretionary power to a more autonomous central bureaucracy. In some 
respects, these developments were surprising. In other respects, they might 
have been predicted. 


Social bases of the Union and Confederate states 


The South’s decision to secede and the North’s decision to resist secession 
by force of arms were both directly related to the emergence of dia- 
metrically antithetical interests concerning the future course of the na- 
tional political economy (see Chapter 2). What little growth in central 
state activity that occurred in the late antebellum period was driven by 
the industrial expansion of northern free-labor society and was charac- 
terized by a strong predisposition to impose a broad, capitalist market 
design on the nation through an activist developmental program. The 
slave-based, plantation economy of the South could only retard, not 
prevent implementation of that program. The American Civil War was 
an extension of that antebellum conflict; therefore, we might expect a 
high level of agreement between antebellum alignments over policies 
associated with the northern, Republican program for the national po- 
litical economy and wartime expansion of the Union and Confederate 
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states. This expectation would view the respective states as agents of the 
political-economic interests to which they owed their emergence. As such, 
we would then expect the emergence of a strong central state to be 
supported by free-labor, frontier, and industrial sectors in the northern 
Union and slavery-dependent, plantation sectors in the southern 
Confederacy. 

Still, central state expansion on the vast scale of the northern war 
mobilization radically diverged from the antebellum Republican design 
for the national political economy. The war mobilization not only im- 
posed a much stronger role for the central state in the national political 
economy; it also created at least one new major economic class (finance 
capitalists) and destroyed another (slaveholders). In the process, more 
than a few antebellum developmental advocates may have lost their way 
between state-aided economic expansion and violent suppression of 
southern separatism. For the South, the link between opposition to the 
formation of a stronger antebellum state and support for a stronger 
Confederate apparatus was even more tenuous. While both positions 
could be traced to opposition to the developmental program of the North, 
the reversal snapped most ties to antebellum principles concerning the 
proper role and scale of central state activity. While residual hostility to 
northern hegemony and the emergence of a robust southern nationalism 
may have helped replace these broken links to decentralized federalism, 
more than a few secessionists may have lost the trail between southern 
separatism and Confederate leviathan. 

As noted in the opening of this chapter, the American Civil War pre- 
sents a unique opportunity to compare the dynamics of central state 
expansion in two very different political economies. What makes the 
opportunity unique is the almost identical initial designs of the Confed- 
erate and Union states. In the middle portion of this chapter, the resulting 
policy choices and operational arrangements of the Union and Confed- 
erate states were described and traced to the challenges cach faced in 
their respective mobilizations. This section moves to analysis of the social 
bases of northern and southern state formation by comparing the leg- 
islative coalitions that supported Union and Confederate state expansion. 
First the two Congresses are compared on issues involving similar por- 
tions of the state apparatus and parallel developmental trajectories. These 
decisions allow a close comparison of the social bases of the two regimes 
on almost identical policy choices involving central state expansion. In 
order to round out this analysis, legislative behavior in the two lower 
chambers is also compared on a number of nonsymmetrical decisions 
involving either idiosyncratic state expansion initiatives or choices in 
which only one of the chambers recorded their votes. In brief, Union and 


194 Yankee Leviathan 


Confederate legislative support for state expansion are compared on 
almost identical congressional decisions in which differences in policy 
characteristics are minimized. Other, nonsymmetrical decisions reveal 
legislative support for expansion with respect to those policies unique to 
each state. Together, the voting patterns on both symmetrical and non- 
symmetrical issues allow characterization of the social bases of Union 
and Confederate state expansion.'?* 

In order to carry out these comparisons, analytical categories have 
been chosen that distinguished between the major characteristics of the 
northern and southern political economies during the antebellum and 
Civil War periods. In both the Union and Confederate House of Rep- 
resentatives, for example, congressmen have been categorized according 
to the characteristics of their districts with respect to manufacturing 
activity, the presence of foreign-born populations, and slave holding. 
Slave holding has frequently been considered the most significant eco- 
logical correlate of secession sentiment and, later, southern nationalism, 
and the categorical distinction drawn here touches on many previous 
interpretations of antebellum and Confederate politics.'®* For the Union, 
a simple distinction between “free” and “‘slave” congressional districts 
is sufficient because of the small number of the latter after secession. For 
the Confederacy, all congressmen represented slave-holding constituen- 
cies; therefore, these are further divided into three subcategories accord- 
ing to the proportion of slaves in their respective populations: High, 50 
percent and more; Medium, 25 to 49 percent; and Low, under 25 percent. 

The classification of districts according to per capita value added in 
manufacturing is based upon the widely accepted argument that the 
industrialization process generates social and economic demands for the 
expansion of central state authority and administrative capacity. Here 


192. With one major exception in each case, both the Union and Confederacy were open, 
competitive democracies during the Civil War in which we might expect elected 
representatives to the national government to reflect the interests and wishes of their 
electorates. This connection between delegate and voter allows us to interpret these 
representatives as the agents of their respective portions of the nation’s society. The 
major exception is the border-state regions from Maryland to Missouri, in which 
the political process was either subjected to state repression (in the case of the Union) 
or fell outside the contro! of the state and normal elections could not be conducted 
(in the case of the Confederacy). The analysis in this chapter relies on a relatively 
uncomplicated methodology in order to allow possible cross-national and historical 
‘comparison and to make the text accessible to readers from a range of academic 
disciplines. For more on the advantages and drawbacks of roll call evidence as a 
means of understanding political development, see Bensel, Sectionalism and Amer- 
ican Political Development, pp. 25-31. 

193. In their exhaustive analysis, Alexander and Beringer considered only the slave- 
holding characteristics of the members themselves. Anatomry of the Confederate 
Congress, pp. 59-65. 
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all Union and Confederate congressional districts were divided into three 
categories on the basis of manufacturing activity: High, constituencies 
in which per capita value-added exceeded $60.00 in 1860; Medium, 
between $10.00 and $59.99; and Low, under $10.00. The Union House 
of Representatives contained districts in all three categories. The Con- 
federate House held no districts in the highest category and so, in practice, 
was divided into only two groups: Medium and Low."** 

Because of the significance of nativist—immigrant cleavages in ante- 
bellum party coalitions and competition, Union and Confederate House 
districts have also been classified according to the proportion of foreign- 
born residents in the white population. The three categories are: High, 
constituencies in which the foreign-born proportion equaled or exceeded 
20 percent; Medium, between 5 and 19 percent; and, Low, under 5 
percent. The Union House held numerous districts in all three categories 
(with the smallest number classified as Low). In the Confederacy, only 
six districts fell in the highest category, so the High and Medium cate- 
gories were combined. 

In addition to these ecological characteristics, congressional constit- 
uencies were also analyzed from several more or less political perspectives. 
For example, a distinction was made between “‘contested” (Kentucky, 
Missouri, and West Virginia) and “secure” districts, a fundamental cleav- 
age widely recognized in the literature on the Union and Confederate 
Congresses.'®’ With a handful of exceptions, politically contested districts 
were those located in states represented in both the Union and Confed- 


194. Districts with modest levels of manufacturing (over ten dollars value-added per 
capita) included many of the leading cities of the South: Mobile, Alabama; Columbus 
and Savannah, Georgia; Louisville, Kentucky; New Orleans, Louisiana; St. Louis, 
Missouri; Wilmington, North Carolina; Charleston, South Carolina; Chattanooga, 
Nashville, and Memphis, Tennessee; and Arlington, Lynchburg, Petersburg, Rich- 
mond, and Wheeling, Virginia. In all, twenty-eight districts in the Confederate House 
of Representatives produced a total value-added in manufacturing greater than ten 
dollars per capita according to the 1860 census. Maps of counties included in 
Confederate districts can be found in John Brawner Robbins, Confederate Nation- 
alism: Politics and Government in the Confederate South, 1861-1865, unpublished 
doctoral dissertation, Rice University, 1964. With the exception of a few cities such 
as Atlanta and Augusta, Georgia, and Norfolk, Virginia, the value-added in man- 
ufacturing category divides the South along both an urban—rural and an industrial— 
agrarian axis. Southern manufacturing everywhere, however, was only a pale 
shadow of northern industrialization. 

195. The dichotomy can be found in Alexander and Beringer, Anatomy of the Confederate 
Congress, though they use a different terminology (““exterior” and “interior”) and 
mean something different (all districts occupied by Union forces are “‘exterior” — a 
category that increases in size throughout the war; see p. 135). They find that the 
exterior—interior division is the single most important cleavage in the Confederate 
Congress. Yearns also emphasizes its significance in Confederate Congress, pp. 225— 
6. For the North, see Joel H. Silbey, A Respectable Minority: The Democratic Party 
in the Civil War Era, 1860-1868 (New York: W. W. Norton, 1977), pp. 67-8, 99. 
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eracy. The Union, for example, never recognized the secession of Missouri 
or Kentucky, while the Confederacy admitted both. All districts from 
these two states belonged in the contested category of both the Union 
Congress and Confederate Congress. Similarly, West Virginia is included 
because the Confederacy continued to admit congressmen from the region 
even after the North brought the new state into the Union. All of these 
districts were in some sense contested in that peace negotiations might 
have determined their final disposition between the two nations. The 
North also allowed a scattering of districts in Louisiana, Tennessee, and 
Virginia into the House of Representatives without (re)admitting their 
respective states into the Union. These constituencies were certainly con- 
tested in the sense that military stalemate or southern victory would have 
eliminated all northern claims to their territory. For the same reason, 
they were, however, securely held by the Confederacy. In these isolated 
cases, districts were identified as contested in the Union Congress and 
secure in the Confederacy. 

From almost the beginning of the war, most thoughtful Confederates 
conceded Kentucky and Missouri (and, later, West Virginia) to the Union 
as a necessary outcome, barring miracles, of any negotiations attending 
independence. But despite these reservations, twenty-three congressmen 
(seven from Missouri, twelve from Kentucky, and four from western 
Virginia) continued to serve in the First and Second Confederate Con- 
gresses.'* Contact with their constituencies was impossible: As John 
Crockett of Kentucky noted in debate, “In Kentucky every Southern man 
is marked.””"*” Congressmen from secure regions viewed these delegates 


196. These members composed just over one-fifth of the Confederate House of Repre- 
sentatives. The failure of officially sponsored conventions to ratify a secession or- 
dinance prevented most objective observers from considering Kentucky and Missouri 
as integral parts of the Confederacy. Doubt concerning resolve over the retention 
of “West Virginia” led the Virginia General Assembly to request that the Confederate 
Congress formally support inclusion of the territory in the new southern nation. 
The resolution subsequently passed by Congress stated, “That in no event will this 
government consent to a division or dismemberment of the state of Virginia, but 
will assert and maintain her jurisdiction and sovereignty to the uttermost limits of 
her ancient boundaries, at any and every cost” (approved June 4, 1864), but probably 
did little to allay the General Assembly's fears. A Digest of the Military and Naval 
Laws of the Confederate States, Provisional and First Congresses, pp. 315-16. 

197. Proceedings, 44: 117. By 1863 major portions of the Confederacy had falien under 
the control of Union armies and the normal conduct of elections became impossible 
in these areas. In the states of Arkansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Missouri, and Ten- 
nessce the Confederate Congress ordered “general ticket” elections by which means 
refugees and residents of unoccupied territory could cast a vore for a candidate in 
each of the individual districts of the state. The candidate receiving the greatest 
number of votes was then declared eligible to serve in the Confederate Congress as 
the representative from the district in which he was a candidate. Yearns, Confederate 
Congress, p. 43; Bensel, “Southern Leviathan,” n. 11. Under these circumstances, 
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as representing rotten boroughs that diluted the influence of the remain- 
ing, legitimate areas of the Confederacy. In 1864, for example, Josiah 
Turner of North Carolina wrote to his wife that he “would rather plough 
and feed hogs than legislate...with Missouri and Kentucky to help 
me.’”'”* Later, near the end of the war, the Confederate House of Rep- 
resentatives formally debated resolutions questioning the legitimacy of 
representation in the Confederate Congress of areas overrun by Union 
armies."”” 

Though these areas were securely occupied by northern armies, they 
also presented serious political problems to the Union. Open civilian 
disloyalty, partial secession (and subsequent disintegration) of portions 
of the local government, and guerrilla warfare destroyed most semblance 
of administrative order in these districts. In response, the Union army 
assumed an active role in the administration of elections, imposed loyalty 
oaths as a condition of suffrage, shut down opposition newspapers, 
banned public assemblies called by the Democratic party, and, thus, 
enforced formal Union sovereignty in the border states. By the end of 
the war, the Union government ruled these regions either directly through 
martial law or indirectly through governments more or less propped up 
by military power.*°° 


electoral participation was predictably low; between 1,000 and 1,200 voters, for 
‘example, elected Kentucky's Confederate congressmen in 1864. 1864 American 
Cyclopaedia, p. 454. 

198. Quoted in Yearns, Confederate Congress, p. 225. 

199. Alexander and Beringer, Anatomy of the Confederate Congress, pp. 66-7; and Pro- 
ceedings, 52:266-9, January 31, 1865 

200. Philip J. Avillo, Jr., “Ballots for the Faithful: The Oath and the Emergence of Slave 
State Republican Congressmen, 1861-1867,” Civil War History 22 (June 1976): 
164-74; Richard H. Abbott, The Republican Party and the South, 1855-1877: The 
First Southern Strategy (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1986), 
p. 21. For election law, loyalty oaths, implementing military orders, and election 
results in Kentucky, see 1863 American Cyclopaedia, pp. 567-9, and Congressional 
Globe 37:3:1160-1, February 21, 1863; for an account of military influence in the 
1865 elections, see 1865 American Cyclopaedia, pp. 463—-6; for the formation of a 
provisional court and government and military rule in Louisiana, see 1863 American 
Cyclopaedia, pp. 586-94, 770-6; for the expulsion of “disloyal persons” from 
Missouri by the Union army, see 1863 American Cyclopaedia, p. 653; for a long 
and detailed condemnation of military interference in border-state elections, see 
Appendix to the Congressional Globe 38:1:55-71, March 3-4, 1864; for a defense 
of military interference, see Appendix to the Congressional Globe 38:1:85-98, 
March 23~4, 18645 for test oaths, politics, and military conduct of elections in 
Maryland, see 1863 American Cyclopaedia, pp. 616-24, 1864 American Cyclo- 
paedia, pp. 496-506, and 1865 American Cyclopaedia, pp. 526-7. As will be evi- 
dent in the voting analysis, this rather heavy-handed activity by the Union army 
apparently had only a moderate impact on the expression of loyalist and statist 
sympathies by border-state congressmen. In the Union Congress, border-state rep- 
resentatives elected under these extensive political controls gave much less support 
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Legislative behavior was also analyzed in terms of formally organized 
party structures (for the Union), loyalty to the presidential administration 
of Jefferson Davis (for the Confederacy), and sectional stress (compared 
for both states). Party organizations can be studied in the North because 
the Union inherited and consolidated the antebellum party system. In the 
South, the party system dissolved and no clear substitute emerged. Thus, 
a strictly comparable analysis of the influence of party organizations on 
the two state-building experiences is not possible.**" Analysis of sectional 
stress within the two political systems allows us to compare the signifi- 
cance of latent separatist forces in the Union and the Confederacy.*** 


Political alignments on state-building issues 


Constituency slave holdings were not an important factor in the voting 
alignments of the Confederate Congress on major state-building issues 
(see Tables 3.7 and 3.12). If anything, congressmen from districts with 
relatively few slaves tended to support central state expansion slightly 
more strongly than members from districts in which slaves were more 
numerous, but the results are so generally ambiguous that no conclusion 
is possible. Within individual policy areas, those districts with few slaves 
provided more support for market-centered state policies (such as those 
regarding legal tender notes, internal revenue, and the tariff) than did 
congressmen representing plantation constituencies. Before too much is 
made of that finding, however, note that nonplantation districts generally 
supported expansions of state extraction capacity and property controls 
(impressment, destruction of property, and price controls) more often 


to northern state expansion than their counterparts in the Confederate Congress 
gave to the southern state. 

zor. The potential impact of antebellum party allegiance upon southern congressmen as 
a source of ideological and programmatic predispositions is not studied here because 
Alexander and Beringer have previously analyzed its influence in their Anatomy of 
the Confederate Congress, with generally inconclusive findings. 

202. Before connecting the voting patterns in the Confederate Congress to the political 
economic characteristics of individual districts, we should remember that many of 
these votes were cast in secret sessions that prevented public announcement of 
members’ positions. These secret sessions created an environment in which we cannot 
automatically assume that electorates could influence their representatives. However, 
these members were originally elected by their constituencies and, as much of the 
debate in both public and secret sessions indicates, remained intensely sympathetic 
to the interests of their districts when deliberating on Confederate policy. Further- 
more, the records of these secret sessions were to become public at some point in 
the future and extreme discrepancies between public and secret legislative behavior 
would have damaged the credibility of these politicians in either future office holding 
or private life. We can probably assume that secrecy freed members from some 
measure of constituency pressure in the short term, but that the broader patterns 
of Confederate state formation reflected district sentiment. 
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z 2 Table 3.7. Symmetrical state-building measures: The relationship of congressional support to slavery in 

ge constituency populations 

H 3 Congressional support for symmetrical state-building decisions 

3 

ag Union Confederacy 

rey 

a Free-state_Slave-state Percent of slaves in district 

Ff g State dimension Policy decision congressmen congressmen Low Medium High 
ee Centralization of authority a) Secret sessions 61.4% (14) 47.4% (19) 69.0% (29) 65.7% (35) 50.0% (24) 
ss b) States appoint officers 71.2% (132) 37.0% (27) 55.6% (27) 44.1% (34) 45.0% (20) 
ge ¢) Expulsion of member 67.2% (125) 71.4% (14) 67.9% (28) 6.7% (30) 83.3% (18) 
Zs Administrative capacity a) Academy appointments 59.5% (1Ft) 50.0% (12) 52.0% (25) 33-3'% (33) 66.7% (18) 
2 3 b) Removal of officers 84.5% (97) 89.5% (19) 0.0% (2) 78.6% (rq) 14.3% (r4) 
if Citizenship a) Conscription 75.6% (335) 44.8% (29) 76.0% (25) 60.6% (33) 66.7% (21) 
ea b) Habeas corpus 72.0% (118) 29.4% (17) 80.0% (15) 41.9% (31) 61.9% (21) 
ae Property a) Railroad subsidy 47.1% (104) 93.7% (16) 94:4% (18) 54.8% (31) 50.0% (18) 
$3 b) Control railroads 84.2% (120) §7.1% (21) 62.5% (24) 43.7% (32) 62.5% (16) 
ag ©) Securities trading 53.7% (121) 64.7% (17) 77.3% (22) 64.0% (25) 90.5% (21) 
a3 d) Slaves as soldiers 72.2% (115) 0.0% (22) 70.0% (30) 51.6% (31) 69.2% (13) 
as €) Confiscation 63.4% (123) 14.8% (27) 81.8% (11) 87.5% (32) 82.4% (17) 
Es Client groups a) Legal tender notes 64.1% (131) 57-14% (21) 68.4% (19) 29.6% (27) 38.9% (18) 
SZ b) Treasury debt 77-7% (103) 20.0% (15) 50.0% (24) 50.0% (26) 65.0% (20) 
Bg Extraction a) Internal revenue 89.7% (117) 90.9% (22) 70.4% (27) 62.1% (29) 54.2% (24) 
as b) Direct taxesiinternal duties 63.6% (118) 10.5% (19) 40.0% (15) 36.7% (30) 7.9% (19) 
Pad World system a) Tariff 77.3% (97) 60.0% (r0) 28.0% (25) 21.1% (38) 5.0% (20) 
FI 8 b) Negotiated peace 77.6% (107) 10.5% (19) 80.0% (25) 58.8% (34) 91.7% (24) 
Sa Average state-building support 70.1% 47.2% 62.4% 52.3% 58.6% 
a8 (all eighteen policy decisions) 

3s Note: Confederate congressmen are divided into three categories as follows: Low includes all congressmen from districts in which slaves composed 
ee less than 25 percent of the total population, Medium includes districts from 25 to 49 percent, and High includes those 50 percent and above. Population 
BS data was taken from the 1860 Census. Maps of counties included in Confederate districts can be found in John Brawner Robbins, Confederate 


Nationalism: Politics and Government in the Confederate South, 1861-1865, unpublished doctoral dissertation, Rice University, 1964. 
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Table 3.8. Symmetrical state-building measures: Congressional support from contested and politically secure areas 
Congressional support for symmetrical state-building decisions 
Union Confederacy 
State dimension Policy decision Secure Contested Secure Contested 
Centralization of authority a) Secret sessions 60.0% (120) 53.8% (13) 59-7% (72) 75.0% (16) 
b) States appoint officers 70.3% (138) 33.3% (21) 40.6% (64) 76.5% (17) 
¢) Expulsion of member 66.9% (127) 75.0% (12) 61.4% (57) 84.2% (19) 
Administrative capacity a) Academy appointments 59.3% (113) 50.0% (10) 41.7% (60) 68.7% (16) 
b) Removal of officers 87.1% (101) —86.7% (15) 43-3% (30) No districts 
Citizenship a) Conscription 76.1% (142) 31.8% (22) 61.5% (65) 92.9% (14) 
b) Habeas corpus 71.4% (119) 31.2% (16) 53.3% (60) 85.7% (7) 
Property a) Railroad subsidy 47-2% (106) 100.0% (14) 57.1% (56) 100.0% (11) 
b) Control railroads 82.4% (125) 62.5% (16) 51.7% (60) 66.7% (12) 
©) Securities trading 54.4% (125) 61.5% (13) 75.9% (54) 78.6% (14) 
d) Slaves as soldiers 69.7% (119) 0.0% (18) 57-1% (56) 73.7% (19) 
©) Confiscation 60.5% (129) 19.0% (21) 84.5% (58) 100.0% (2) 
Client groups a) Legal tender notes 62.8% (137) 46.7% (45) 38.0% (54) 70.0% (10) 
b) Treasury debt 75-7% (107) 8.2% (x1) 52.5% (59) 63.6% (11) 
Extraction a) Internal revenue 90.2% (122) 88.2% (17) 56.1% (66) 92.9% (14) 
b) Direct taxes/internal duties 61.8% (123) 7.1% (14) 44-8% (58) 33.3% (6) 
World system a) Tariff 778% (99) 50.0% (8) 14.7% (68) 40.0% (15) 
b) Negotiated peace 74.1% (112) 14.3% (14) 73.2% (71) 83.3% (12) 


Average state-building support 
(all 18 decisions for the Union/ 
17 decisions for the Confederacy) 


69.3% 


46.1% 


51.4% 


75.6% 


Note: For the Union, congressmen from contested areas include those representing districts in Kentucky, Louisiana, Missouri, Tennessee, and Virginia. 
For the Confederacy, congressmen from contested areas include those representing districts in Kentucky, Missouri, and what is now West Virginia. 
No congressmen from contested districts had been admitted when the Confederate Congress voted on presidential authority co remove military officers 
from command. For the Confederacy, therefore, the summary percentages at the bottom of the table exclude this decision. 
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Table 3.9. Symmetrical state-building measures: The relationship of congressional support to manufacturing activity 
Congressional support for symmetrical state-building decisions 
Union Confederacy 

‘Manufacturing activity ‘Manufacturing activity 

State dimension Policy decision High Medium Low Medium Low 
Centralization of authority a) Secret sessions 51.9% (27) 63.0% (8x) 6.0% (25) 62.5% (24) 62.5% (64) 
b) States appoint officers 72.7% (33) 69.1% (97) 44.8% (29) 56.5% (23) 44.8% (58) 
¢) Expulsion of member 45.8% (24) 71.7% (92) 73.9% (23) 60.0% (20) 69.6% (56) 
Administrative capacity a) Academy appointments 87.0% (23) 55.0% (80) 40.0% (20) 55.6% (18) 44.8% (58) 
b) Removal of officers 76.5% (17) 87.8% (74) 84.0% (25) 66.7% (6) 37.5% (24) 
Citizenship a) Conscription 70.6% (34) 77.1% (96) 50.0% (34) 81.8% (22) 61.4% (57) 
b) Habeas corpus 78.3% (23) 69.0% (87) 48.0% (25) 60.0% (15) 55.8% (52) 
Property a) Railroad subsidy 60.0% (20) 54.3% (70) 46.7% (30) 68.7% (16) 62.7% (51) 
b) Control railroads 89.7% (29) 82.1% (84) 64.3% (28) 61.1% (18) 51.9% (54) 
c) Securities trading 72.0% (25) 3.7% (82) 45.2% (31) 68.7% (16) 78.8% (52) 
d) Slaves as soldiers 69.6% (23) 67.9% (84) 33.3% (30) 68.0% (25) 58.0% (50) 
e) Confiscation 46.7% (30) 63.3% (90) 36.7% (30) 90.0% (10) 84.0% (50) 
Client groups a) Legal tender notes 62.1% (29) 62.2% (98) $6.0% (25) 42.1% (19) 44.4% (45) 
b) Treasury debt 78.9% (19) 76.6% (77) 40.9% (22) 52.6% (19) 54.9% (51) 
Extraction a) Internal revenue 93.3% (30) 90.7% (86) 82.6% (23) 76.5% (17) 58.7% (63) 
b) Direct taxes/internal duties 72.0% (25) 60.9% (87) 24.0% (25) 50.0% (14) 42.0% (50) 
World system a) Tariff 81.8% (22) 80.3% (61) 58.3% (24) 30.4% (23) 15.0% (60) 
b) Negotiated peace 81.0% (21) 71.6% (81) 41.7% (24) 84.2% (19) 71.9% (64) 

Average state-building support 71.7% 69.8% 515% 63.1% 55.5% 


{all 18 policy decisions) 


Note: Manufacturing activity in congressional districts is measured and categorized according to per capita value-added in manufacturing (in dollars). 
Per capita value-added in manufacturing is calculated by subtracting the “Cost of raw materials” from the “Annual value of products” in the county 
schedules of the 1860 Census of Manufacturing, aggregating the county figures into congressional districts, and dividing by total district population. 
The High category includes all congressional districts with per capita value-added greater than $60.00. No district in the Confederate Congress reached 
this level. The Medium category includes those between $10.00 and $59.99 per capita. Alll districts below $10.00 per capita fell in the Low category. 
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Table 3.10. Symmetrical state-building measures: The relationship of congressional support to the percentage of 
foreign born in district populations 
Congressional support for symmetrical state-building decisions 
Union Confederacy 
Foreign-born population Foreign-born population 
State dimension Policy deci Medium Low High/Medium — Low 
Centralization of authority a) Secret sessions 61.5% (39) 58.3% (72) 59.1% (22) 50.0% (14) 64.9% (74) 
b) States appoint officers 745% (51) 63.7% (80) 53.6% (28) 65.0% (20) 47-5% (61) 
¢) Expulsion of member 65.9% (41) 66.7% (78) 75.0% (20) 68.7% (16) 66.7% (60) 
Administrative capacity a) Academy appointments 74:4% (39) 51.5% (68) 50.0% (16) 68.7% (16) 41.7% (60) 
b) Removal of officers 84.8% (33) 85.0% (60) 87.0% (23) 66.7% (9) 333% (21) 
Citizenship a) Conscription 76.5% (51) 69.9% (83) 60.0% (30) 80.0% (20) 62.7% (59) 
b) Habeas corpus 78.4% (37) 65.8% (76) 50.0% (22) 57-1% (14) 56.6% (53) 
Property a) Railroad subsidy 51.2% (41) 50.0% (62) 70.6% (17) 76.5% (17) 60.0% (50) 
b) Control railroads 88.1% (42) 77.9% (77) 72.7% (22) 66.7% (15) 50.9% (57) 
©) Securities trading 59.2% (49) 54.9% (71) 44.4% (18) 66.7% (15) 79.2% (53) 
d) Slaves as soldiers 69.2% (39) 63.0% (73) 40.0% (25) 61.1% (18) 61.4% (57) 
e) Confiscation 57-4% (47) 59:2% (76) 37.0% (27) 85.7% (14) 84.8% (46) 
Client group formation a) Legal tender notes 64.4% (45) 61.0% (82) 46.0% (25) 38.5% (13) 45.1% (51) 
b) Treasury debt 72.4% (29) 73.9% (69) 55.0% (20) 69.2% (13) 50.9% (57) 
Extraction a) Internal revenue 95.5% (44) 86.7% (75) 90.0% (20) 60.0% (15) 63.1% (65) 
b) Direct taxes/internal duties 55.8% (43) 58.9% (73) 47.6% (21) 38.5% (13) 45.0% (51) 
‘World system a) Tariff 76.3% (38) 78.2% (55) 64.3% (14) 27.3% (22) 16.4% (61) 
b) Negotiated peace 75.8% (33) 70.4% (71) 45.5% (22) 84.6% (13) 72.9% (70) 
Average state-building support Th2% 66.4% 58.2% 62.8% 55.7% 


(all 18 policy decisions) 


Note: “Foreign-born” population taken from the 1860 Census (calculations are for the white population only). The category High includes all 


congressional districts in which the fo: 


-born percentage equaled or exceeded 20 percent of the total population. Districts categorized as Medium 


fell between 5 and 19.9 percent. Low districts contained foreign-born populations under 5 percent. Because only six districts in the Confederate 
Congress exceeded 20 percent, the High and Medium categories were combined. 
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than did members from plantation constituencies. In the three most im- 
portant policy areas of Confederate state building (conscription, suspen- 
sion of the writ of habeas corpus, and impressment), both plantation and 
nonplantation districts supported expanded state authority. Here again, 
however, districts with few slaves had a small but consistent edge. The 
most remarkable finding to emerge from the voting analysis is that the 
southern plantation economy was not the most important force driving 
the Confederate war effort and state development. Plantation economy 
congressmen were by no means dragging the remainder of the South into 
a slave leviathan. 

Northern state formation presents a striking contrast with this southern 
experience. In the Union, the handful of slave-holding districts not only 
provided less support for state expansion than members from free-labor 
constituencies, but the usual pattern was for slave-state congressmen 
actually to oppose initiatives sponsored by free-state members (see Tables 
3-7 and 3.11). In the decision to use slaves as soldiers, for example, no 
Union slave-state congressman supported state expansion, while nearly 
three of every four free-state members backed this enhancement of state 
authority. In contrast, no relationship between the level of slave holding 
and use of slaves as soldiers was evident in the Confederate House. Since 
both Union and Confederate slaveholders had the same material reasons 
to resist the arming of slaves, the different positions their respective 
political representatives assumed is a revealing illustration of the differing 
social bases of the Union and Confederate states. In the South, broader 
commitments to the Confederate state ultimately overcame more narrow 
property interests. 

Differences between free-state and slave-state Union congressmen are 
striking in policy areas involving the centralization of authority, citizen- 
ship, control of property, client-group creation, extraction, and world- 
system dimensions (see Tables 3.7 and 3.11). Only on issues involving 
central state administrative capacity do differences between slave-state 
and free-state members narrow. Here the requirements of the new Re- 
publican party-state directly clashed with the institutional preconditions 
for bureaucratic autonomy. In this clash, the party generally supported 
presidential prerogatives when the latter conflicted with more statist pro- 
posals to insulate bureaucratic decision making from executive influence. 
Opposed to the creation of this new Republican party-state, many slave- 
state congressmen supported expanded administrative capacity because 
bureaucratic autonomy hedged in Lincoln’s executive authority, not be- 
cause they were more statist than their Republican colleagues. Aside from 
measures involving administrative capacity, free-state members provided 
more support for Union state development than members representing 
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slave constituencies on a large majority of both symmetrical and non- 
symmetrical state-building measures. The evidence indicates that slave- 
state members were dragooned into Union state formation and, if left to 
their own devices (assuming they would have fought at all), would have 
preferred to construct a northern state apparatus much more likely to 
lose the American Civil War. 

Confederate congressmen from “contested” districts gave much more 
support to southern state expansion than did members from politically 
secure regions (see Tables 3.8 and 3.12). Differences between contested 
and secure districts were consistent and in the same direction in every 
dimension of central state authority except those involving the creation 
of client groups. In fact, we can conclude that congressmen from con- 
tested areas were the strongest advocates of a dominant central state role 
in the new southern nation. Their more or less consistent support for the 
expansion of central state authority arose, in part, out of the realization 
that only a convincing, clear-cut southern victory would lead to the 
permanent incorporation of their constituencies into the Confederacy.*”* 
In addition, northern occupation of their homes cut these members off 
from almost all private sources of income and thus produced a depen- 
dence upon congressional salaries and other support from the Confed- 
erate government. This dependence led them to resist adjournment 
resolutions (which reduced per diem income), to support substitution of 
an annual salary for per diem reimbursement of expenses, and to favor 
generally an active professionalization of the role of Confederate 
congressmen. 

Members from occupied districts also had several electoral reasons to 
disproportionately support the growth of central state power. Since their 
constituents were behind Union lines, these members heard few, if any, 
complaints concerning the substance of Confederate measures or the way 
in which they were implemented. In fact, the electorate that sustained 
these congressmen was largely drawn from the ranks of the Confederate 
military (soldiers who formerly resided in the occupied states) and a 
usually smaller number of civilian refugees. Although the electoral record 
is incomplete, what is known suggests that the soldier vote strongly 
favored more extreme war measures and, consequently, a stronger central 
state.*°* As a result of all these factors, the state-expanding tendencies 


203. See, for example, Yearns, Confederate Congress, pp. 39, 225. 

204. On the reasons that explain why congressmen from occupied areas gave dispro- 
portionate support for a stronger central state, see Alexander and Beringer, Anatomy 
of the Confederate Congress, pp. 320-8, 336-7. On North Carolina troops (the 
soldiers’ vote) favoring an expanded war effort and stronger central state, see Georgia 
Lee Tatum, Disloyalty in the Confederacy (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina 
Press, 1934), p- 132. For an example of the arrangements made to accommodate 
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of members from contested districts were so pronounced that the decision 
to allow these congressmen to sit in House of Representatives significantly 
reinforced the statist orientation of the Confederate Congress. (Even so, 
we should note that members from contested districts did not provide 
the margin of victory on any of the state-building decisions analyzed here. 
All would have passed or failed without their votes.) 

The situation was very different in the Union. There members from 
contested districts were routinely more opposed to central state expansion 
than members from politically secure constituencies (see Tables 3.8 and 
3-11). When the overall relationship between political status (contested 
or secure) and support for state expansion in the Union and Confederate 
Congress is compared on the eighteen symmetrical state-building deci- 
sions, the direction of the relationship in the Union House of Represen- 
tatives turns out to be the reverse of that in the Confederate chamber in 
almost three-quarters of the comparisons (see Table 3.8). In all of these 
reversals, Confederate members from contested districts were more fa- 
vorable to statist measures than their more politically secure colleagues; 
the experience in the Union Congress was just the opposite. Arising as 
they do out of almost identical state-building decisions confronting both 
the Union and Confederate chambers, the contrasting direction of these 
comparative patterns is very surprising. As we noted previously, military 
occupation of contested regions allowed the Union to impose loyalty 
oaths and otherwise discourage southern sympathizers and political op- 
ponents of the war from participating in elections. By all accounts, these 
measures significantly increased Union sympathy and statist tendencies 
among elected representatives from these areas, but they apparently did 
little to narrow the differences over state expansion between these mem- 
bers and those from secure regions to the North. Thus, in sharp contrast 
to the southern experience, the decision to allow the representation of 
contested districts in the northern House of Representatives significantly 
weakened the statist orientation of the Union Congress.*°* 

Though the pattern was weaker than that for exterior members, Con- 
federate congressmen from districts with significant levels of manufac- 
turing activity also provided disproportionate support for state-enhancing 


voting by soldiers, see General Order No. 38 (April 7, 1863), which relays “an act 
of the legislature of Virginia, passed March 26, 1863,” in R. H. P. Robinson, General 
Orders of the Confederate States Army, 1863 (Richmond, Va.: A. Morris, 1864), 
PP. 39-40. 

205. Exclusion of the votes of members from contested districts would not have reversed 
any decision except the one to construct a railroad in East Tennessee. In that case, 
the exclusion of members from contested districts could have meant defeat because 
border-state congressmen strongly supported the proposed line as a project aiding 
economic development of the region, not because it was a necessary war measure. 
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measures (see Tables 3.9 and 12). When broken down into the seven 
dimensions, the voting patterns of members from manufacturing districts 
were comparatively less statist in only the creation of client groups. In 
all those decisions which might have expanded or created client groups, 
Confederate congressmen from nonmanufacturing regions were more 
favorable to state enhancement than their more urbanized, industrial 
colleagues. This exception is striking and we will return to it. 

The pattern is in the same direction but more robust in the Union 
House of Representatives (see Tables 3.9 and 3.11). There, congressmen 
from heavily industrialized districts (those with a per capita value-added 
in manufacturing of over $60.00 — there were none in the Confederacy) 
provided more support for state expansion than their less industrialized 
colleagues on approximately two-thirds of all symmetrical and nonsym- 
metrical state-building decisions.*** The instances in which central state 
expansion was marginally less favored by industrial members fell, for 
the most part, under the two structural dimensions (centralization and 
administrative capacity). Several of these exceptions to the modal pattern 
related to potential constraints on legislative or executive discretion and 
thus suggest partisan motives that often led otherwise statist Republicans 
from industrial districts to restrict bureaucratic autonomy. Aside from 
these structural dimensions, the pattern of industrial support for central 
state expansion was uniformly strong and particularly apparent when 
the policy area involved broad developmental issues (political reconstruc- 
tion of the South, the place of the United States in the world system, the 
insinuation of the Treasury into the financial system, and the creation of 
associated client groups). Although the Civil War agenda of the Union 
differed in many respects from that of the antebellum period, congressmen 
representing industrial capitalism remained influential and self-interested 
charter members of the state-building coalition. From the perspective of 
these members, the Union state was to be a highly partisan structure for 
the promotion of internal development and for the emergence of a na- 
tional market. 

When industrial support for state expansion in the Union and Con- 
federate congresses is compared on symmetrical decisions, the two pat- 
terns bear a remarkable resemblance. In two-thirds of these symmetrical 
decisions, both Union and Confederate congressmen disproportionately 
favored state expansion. In one instance, involving expulsion of members 
from Congress, both northern and southern representatives from indus- 
trial areas opposed state expansion. In several additional policy areas 


206. Union members representing the least industrialized districts were comparatively 
favorable to state expansion in only two policy areas (the expulsion of a member 
and the administrative capacity of the court of claims). 
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(secret sessions and legal tender notes), no pattern involving manufac- 
turing activity developed in either Congress and, in several more (pres- 
idential removal of officers, conscription, and confiscation), the 
differences are relatively minor. In only two instances (securities trading 
and the issuance of Treasury debt) are the patterns in the Union and 
Confederate Congresses diametrically opposed. These coinciding patterns 
suggest that the relationship between industrialization and central state 
expansion would have been similar in both an independent Confederacy 
and a Union political system without the South, as well as in the reunified 
and northern-dominated postwar United States. 

In the middle of the nineteenth century, politicians often linked rapid 
industrial development to the presence of relatively high percentages of 
foreign born in resident populations. One reason for this linkage was 
that immigrants tended to concentrate in rapidly growing regions, 
whether they were urban manufacturing centers or the western frontier, 
because these areas presented economic opportunities and employment 
not as readily available in more settled, slower growing regions of the 
nation, In the antebellum years, the flow of immigrants into the United 
States opened deep cleavages in the political system between nativists 
and foreign-born citizens. To cite just one example, such a cleavage made 
the emergence of the Republican party in local politics a much more 
complex and difficult process than the steady growth that a clear-cut 
conflict over slavery would have otherwise allowed.*°”” Thus, the social 
and political implications of a relatively high percentage of foreign-born 
residents in a congressional district included social complexity in a con- 
text of rapid economic development. Traditionally, such characteristics 
have been cited as an impetus for central state expansion. In the Con- 
federate House of Representatives, however, no relationship between 
immigrant districts and congressional support for state expansion ever 
emerged. What appears to be a consistent and expected pattern for sym- 
metrical policy decisions (where members from high foreign-born con- 
stituencies disproportionately supported state expansion in most cases) 
is completely reversed when nonsymmetrical issues are examined (see 
Tables 3.10 and 3.12). 

Union congressmen from districts with relatively large foreign-born 
populations turned in a much more statist record (see Tables 3.10 and 
3.11). Of the three categories into which northern members have been 
classified, congressmen in the highest category (20 percent and over) 
provided the greatest degree of support for central state expansion in 


207. William E. Gienapp, The Origins of the Republican Party, 1852—1856 (New York: 
Oxford University Press, 1987), p. 446. 


Table 3.11A. Union nonsymmetrical state-building measures: Centralization of authority and administrative 
capacity dimensions 
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Roll call support for nonsymmetrical state-building measures 


Centralization of authority Administrative capacity 


Militia Freedmen’s Nationalization Court of Board of 
Categorization of congressmen outside state Bureau of currency Reconstruction claims Admiralty 


aye Ausal ‘2103 /6,0'969uq wer maw;'sdny Wo4y papeojumoa 


laquue>'nuany schay ye 


Contested 0.0% (18) 33.3% (18) 33.3% (15) 25.0% (16) 70.6% (17) 38.5% (13) 
Secure 49.2% (132) §3-4% (118) 53.3% (120) 59.4% (115) 67.0% (106) 47.0% (117) 
Slave 0.0% (23) 30.0% (20) 41.2% (17) 38.1% (21) 75.0% (20) 43.7% (16) 
Free 51.2% (127) 54.3% (116) 52.5% (118)  §8.2%(110) 66.0% (103) 46.5% (114) 
Value-added in manufacturing (per capita) 

Over $60 38.7% (31) 81.0% (21) 69.2% (26) 67.9% (28) 66.7% (24) 19.2% (26) 
$10-59.99 §0.0% (90) 44.6% (83) 51.3% (78) 7.7% (71) 65.3% (75) §7-5% (73) 
Under $10 276% (29) 46.9% (32) 35-5% (31) 37.5% (32) 75.0% (24) 41.9% (31) 
Foreign-born population 

20% and more 42.2% (45) $7-4% (47) 54.9% (51) 6.2% (49) 67.6% (37) 40.0% (45) 
5-19.9% 48.1% (81) 50.0% (70) §3.1% (64) 53.8% (65) 68.7% (64) 50.7% (69) 
Under 5% 29.2% (24) 36.8% (19) 35.0% (20) 41.2% (17) 63.6% (22) 43.7% (16) 
Sectional stress 49-2 64.2 545 66.1 15.0 45.0 
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Table 3.11B. Union nonsymmetrical state-building measures: Citizenship, property, client group, world system, and 
extraction dimensions 
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Roll call support for nonsymmetrical state-building measures 


= Citizenship Property Client groups World system Extraction 

rd Categorization Emancipation Homesteads in Pacific Colonization’ National Average support 
H of congressmen Amendment Bankruptcy Confederacy railroad confiscation banks (All 12 decisions) 
g Contested 66.7% (21) 33.3% (15) 25.0% (16) 63.2% (19) 25.0% (12) 36.8% (19) 37.6% 

Eq Secure 68.8% (154) 60.7% (117) $7.7% (£23) 61.5% (109) 67.7% (99) ——-$7-7% (123) 58.6% 

ec Slave 70.4% (27) 42.1% (19) 33.3% (21) 60.0% (25) 22.2% (18) 4.7% (24) 42.3% 
33 Free 68.2% (148) 60.2% (113) §$7.6% (118) 62.1% (103) 71.0% (93) «57.6% (118) 58.8% 

a5 Value-added in 

g 3 manufacturing 

a {per capita) 

zs Over $60 71.4% (35) 79.3% (29) 71.4% (28) 80.0% (25) 75.0% (20) 50.0% (26) 64.2% 
£3 $10-59.99 7tt% (97) 56.2% (73) 54.8% (73) 57.3% (75) 65.3% (72) 58.6% (87) 57.5% 
Be Under $10 60.5% (43) 40.0% (30) 39.5% (38) 57.1% (28) 42.1% (19) 48.3% (29) 46.0% 
as Foreign-born 

3e population 

Ey 20% and more 70.3% (64) 78.8% (52) 61.2% (49) 80.0% (40) 64.1% (39) 63.4% (41) 61.8% 
cH 5-19.9% 68.2% (88) 50.0% (66) 55.9% (68) 55.4% (65) 66.7% (5x) 50.0% (76) 56.7% 
Sa Under 5% 65.2% (23) 14.3% (14) 31.8% (22) 47.8% (23) 52.4% (21) $6.0% (25) 43.1% 
a8 Sectional stress 30-9 67-9 64.0 28.6 63.4 45-3 49-5 


8 
Ss Table 3.12A. Confederate nonsymmetrical state-building measures: Centralization, administrative capacity, and world 
2s system dimensions 
a3 

g Roll call support for nonsymmetrical state-building measures 
Z8 Centralization 
iy of authority Administrative capacity World system 
ig Categorization Supreme court General Civil Establish a 
ge of congressmen jurisdiction staff Exemptions service test supreme court —_ Blockade cargo 
aa Contested None voting 85.7% (7) 57.1% (14) 27.3% (11) 46.2% (13) 100.0% (8) 
8 e Secure 47-6% (42) 59-6% (52) 45.0% (60) 36.2% (58) 41.8% (55) 82.8% (64) 
32 Slave population 
se 024% 75.0% (4) 69.2% (13) 45.8% (24) 30.0% (20) 33.3% (24) 90.9% (22) 
a3 25-49% 47-1% (17) 75.0% (28) 46.7% (30) 33.3% (30) $5.6% (27) 83.3% (30) 
ag Over 50% 42.9% (21) 38.9% (18) 50.0% (20) 42.1% (19) 41.2% (17) 80.0% (20) 
33 Value-added in manufacturing 
ee (per capita) 
es Over $10 50.0% (4) 61.5% (13) 45.0% (20) 52.9% (17) 54.5% (41) 71.4% (21) 
on Under $10 47-4% (38) 63.0% (46) 48.1% (54) 28.8% (52) 40.4% (57) 90.2% (51) 
as Foreign-born population 
a8 5% and more 18.2% (11) 545% (11) 53.8% (13) 38.5% (13) 35.7% (14) 71.4% (14) 
iad Under 5% 58.1% (31) 64.6% (48) 45.9% (61) 33.9% (56) 44.4% (54) 87.9% (58) 
28 Sectional stress 70.0 22.7 543 16.7 40.0 0.0 
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Table 3.12B. Confederate nonsymmetrical state-building measures: Property and client-group dimensions 


Roll call support for nonsymmetrical state-building measures 


Property Client groups 
Categorization Destruction Military Price Veterans’ Average support 
‘of congressmen Impressment of property pensions Redistribution controls home (All 12 decisions) 
Contested 100.0% (10) 64.3% (14) 0.0% (1) 20.0% (5) 87.5% (8) 28.6% (14) * 56.1% 
Secure 85.7% (49) §1.4% (70) 28.6% (35) 35.6% (59) 59.3% (59) 42.0% (50) *31.6% 
Slave population 
024% 94.1% (17) 51.9% (27) 0.0% (4) 40.0% (15) 68.2% (22) 40.9% (22) 53.3% 
25-49% 85.7% (21) 9.4% (32) 43.7% (16) 25.9% (27) §9.3% (27) 41.7% (24) 54.7% 
Over 50% 85.7% (21) 48.0% (25) 18.7% (16) 40.9% (22) 61.1% (18) 33.3% (18) 48.6% 
Value-added in manufacturing 
(per capita) 
Over $10 85.7% (14) 52.4% (21) None voting 28.6% (14) $5.6% (18) 18.7% (16) 52.4% 
Under $10 88.9% (45) 54.0% (63) 27.8% (36) 36.0% (50) 65.3% (49) 45-8% (48) *55.3% 
Foreign-born population 
5% and more 73-3% (15) 53.3% (15) 57-1% (7)  35-7% (14) §3-8% (13) 18.2% (11) 47.0% 
Under 5% 93-2% (44) 53.6% (69) 20.7% (29) 34.0% (50) 64.8% (54) 43-4% (53) 53.7% 
Sectional stress 0.0 46.2 20.0 31.8 40.0 28.0 30.8 


Note: The summary averages for the “contested/secure” dichotomy do not include the roll call on the supreme court’s jurisdiction. Similarly, the 
summary averages for the “value-added in manufacturing” categories do not include the military pensions vote. 
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almost two-thirds of all policy areas. Congressmen with the smallest 
proportions of foreign born among their constituents, on the other hand, 
were comparatively statist in only three instances (the expulsion of a 
member, presidential removal of officers, and the railroad construction 
subsidy). As was also the case for members from industrialized districts, 
statist tendencies among Union congressmen from foreign-born constit- 
uencies were comparatively strong across all dimensions of central state 
authority except those decisions involving administrative capacity. The 
voting patterns on symmetrical policy issues also display an apparent 
positive relationship between immigrant populations and support for 
state expansion for both the Union and Confederacy, since in both states 
districts with large foreign-born populations were more statist on most 
decisions. However, this overall pattern is in some ways deceptive. When 
the record for the two congresses is separately compared on each of the 
individual issues, for example, the individual patterns coincide in only a 
third of the symmetrical decisions (see Table 3.10). On the rest, the Union 
and Confederate results are diametrically opposed. This finding suggests 
caution in drawing conclusions about the statist inclinations of districts 
with large foreign-born populations. 

Sectional stress also took on very different forms in the northern and 
southern states. In the Union internal regional divisions on both sym- 
metrical and nonsymmetrical state-building issues were comparatively 
deep (see Tables 3.11 and 3.13). The average score in the Union House 
of Representatives, for example, was 43.3 on symmetrical issues and 49.5 
for the nonsymmetrical decisions, while the Confederacy averaged 34.0 
and 30.8, respectively.°* On two-thirds of the symmetrical decisions the 
Union exhibited sectional cleavages more polarized than did the Con- 
federacy. While sectional stress scores ranged widely in the South, the 
varying intensity of regional divisions in the Confederate Congress seems 
largely unrelated to the various dimensions of central state authority. 


208, These sectional stress scores measure the relative depth of sectional cleavages in 
legislative voting. The higher the score, the more legislative coalitions are sectionally 
arrayed against each other. For very high scores (60 or more), very few congressmen 
‘oppose the positions assumed by the majority of their sectional delegations. These 
scores were calculated for districts within trade area boundaries drawn from infor- 
mation in Colton’s General Atlas (New York: J. H. Colton, 1863) and Asher and 
Adam's Atlas and Gazetteer (New York: Asher and Adams, 1873). In brief, the 
procedure by which these trade areas were determined began with the identification 
of all cities with populations greater than 8,000 in 1860 that were also more than 
75 miles by rail or steamboat route from a larger urban center. Using such cities as 
the central points of each trade area, the boundaries of their respective hinterlands 
were then extended to points equidistant by rail or water from other cities. See 
Bensel, Sectionalism and American Political Development, pp. 415~50 for an ex- 
tended discussion of the similar construction of 1880 and 1890 trade area boundaries 
and the procedure by which congressional districts are incorporated. 
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Table 3.13. Symmetrical state-building measures: Sectional stress in the Union and Confederate congresses 


State dimension 


Policy decision 


Sectional stress in roll call voting 


Union Congress 


Confederate Congress 


Centralization of authority a) Secret sessions 38.9 212 
b) States appoint officers 50.9 48.7 
) Expulsion of member 35.6 28.0 
Administrative capacity a) Academy appointments 34 38.9 
b) Removal of officers 17.6 61.5 
Citizenship a) Conscription 55-1 34.6 
b) Habeas corpus git 31.0 
Property a) Railroad subsidy 393 50.0 
b) Control railroads 28.6 45-5 
©) Securities trading 54.8 25.0 
d) Slaves as soldiers 59:3 345 
e) Confiscation 52.9 0.0 
Client groups a) Legal tender notes 22.0 50.0 
b) Treasury debt 55.9 46.9 
Extraction a) Internal revenue 143 23.3 
b) Direct taxes/internal duties 57 42.9 
World system a) Tariff 6n5 63 
b) Negotiated peace 58.5 23.8 
Average sectional stress score 433 34.0 


(All x8 policy decisions) 
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In the Union, however, a clear programmatic link emerged between the 
intensity of sectional stress and northern proposals to reconstruct the 
southern political economy (Freedmen’s Bureau, the Wade—Davis Re- 
construction bill, the colonization of freedmen abroad, and southern 
homesteads for Union veterans). These issues generally divided the slave- 
holding border regions, immediately adjacent districts in the lower por- 
tions of the free states, and New York City against the remainder of the 
Union. Major questions involving the development of national financial 
and commercial markets produced only slightly less intense regional 
cleavages within the Union House (national banks and nationalization 
of the currency, bankruptcy, the tariff, and securities trading). Both of 
these broad policy areas were fundamental parts of the Republican pro- 
gram for the national political economy and drove a deep wedge between 
expanding, free-labor sectors of the North and the slave-dependent com- 
munities in the loyal border states and their allies in neighboring districts 
of the North or New York City. Once again, policy decisions involving 
administrative capacity constitute the major exceptions to the rule — all 
produced relatively low sectional stress scores. 

A more comprehensive analysis of sectional polarization in the Civil 
War buttresses this Union and Confederate comparison (see Table 3.14). 
Here all closely competitive roll calls (those with pluralities less than 55 
percent of those voting) recorded in either the Union or Confederate 
Congress between 1859 and 1869 were analyzed. In all, sectional stress 
scores were calculated on 648 votes in the North and 306 in the South. 
The Thirty-sixth United States Congress, which began with the contested 
election for House speaker and ended with secession, produced an average 
sectional stress score of 63.0 on closely competitive roll calls — an average 
probably not matched in subsequent American political development.*”” 
After the secession of the South, stress scores in the Thirty-seventh and 
Thirty-eighth Union Congresses subsided a bit but remained at histori- 
cally high levels. With the admission of Union-sponsored congressional 
delegations during postwar Reconstruction, the opposition of the South 
to northern policy proposals was internally divided and stress levels 
dropped once more. Later, sectional cleavages would again intensify as 
southern loyalist governments were replaced by regimes led by former 
Confederate nationalists. The most interesting comparison, however, is 
between the levels of sectional stress in the two Union and three Con- 
federate Civil War congresses. In the Confederacy, the roll call record of 
members of the Provisional Congress and the House of Representatives 
produced an average stress score of 45.6 on 306 closely competitive votes 


209. Bensel, Sectionalism and American Political Development, p. $3. 
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Table 3.14. Sectional stress in the Union and Confederate congresses 
(December 1859 — March 1869) 


Union Average Confederacy Average 
(dates) sectional stress (dates) sectional stress 
36th Congress 63.0 (129) 
(Dec. 1859 — Mar. 1861) Provisional Congress 52.2 (40) 
(Feb. 1861 — Feb. 1862) 
37th Congress 53-8 (115) 
uly 1861 — Mar. 1863) 1st Congress 42-4 (162) 
(Feb. 1862 — Feb. 1864) 
38th Congress 56.4 (176) 
(Dec. 1863 — Mar. 1865) and Congress 47-9 (104) 
(May 1864 — Mar. 1865) 
39th Congress 51.5 (108) 


(Dec. 1865 ~ Mar. 1867) 


goth Congress 46.7 (120) 
(Mar, 1867 — Mar. 1869) 


Note: Data for the Confederate Provisional Congress include votes taken in the Consti- 
tutional Convention, All closely contested roll calls (pluralities less than 55 percent of those 
voting) are included. The number of roll calls is given in parentheses. 


(ranging from 52.2 in the Provisional Congress during the first year of 
independence to 42.4 in the two subsequent years of the First Congress). 
In the Union, the roll call record produced a significantly higher average 
score of 55.4 on 291 votes. Clearly, the Union war mobilization created 
more serious regional divisions in the North than the southern mobili- 
zation produced within the Confederacy. 

The sharply sectional basis of Union state formation can be seen in a 
mapping of congressional support for critical state-building decisions 
during the Thirty-seventh Congress (see Map 3.3). Opposition to central 
state expansion was concentrated in the slave-holding border states, the 
regions of the Union immediately to the north, and New York City and 
its immediate hinterland. The opposition of members from border states 
and adjacent districts has already been traced to their ambivalence, even 
hostility to major portions of the northern, Republican program for the 
national political economy. In this case, the geographical pattern merely 
confirms that their hostility to this program was translated into oppo- 
sition to central state expansion and, theoretically at least, carried plau- 
sible separatist implications if the North had lost the Civil War. 

The opposition of New York City and its hinterland can be traced to 
deep involvement in the import/export trade and close, antebellum com- 
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Roll Call Support for Statist Positions* 
0 to 49.9% 
WY, 50 to 64.9% 


GBM 65 to 100% 


Voted on fewer than half of all roll calls 


Map 3.3 Congressional support for Union state formation, 1861-3. This analysis includes the twenty state-building measures that were considered in 
the US. House of Representatives in the Thirty-seventh Congress. Several members may have cast the votes that composed the roll call record of individual 
districts. 
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mercial ties with the southern plantation economy.*'® The subregion was 
strongly interested in free trade and the early reestablishment of cotton 
cultivation in the South. The northern war mobilization, instead, brought 
industrial protectionism, a restructuring of the southern slave labor sys- 
tem, and, in addition, reorganization and intervention in New York 
money markets by the Treasury. In fact, the opposition of New York 
City congressmen was so consistent and deep as to substantially reduce 
the otherwise very strong correlation between industrial manufacturing 
and support for central state expansion (compare Tables 3.9, 3.11, and 
3-15)» 

The picture in the Confederate Congress was more muddled (see Map 
3-4). Two major areas sent comparatively statist congressmen to Rich- 
mond: the contested districts of the northern border and the plantation 
districts of the deep South. A political explanation for the statist orien- 
tation of contested regions was offered earlier. With a few minor excep- 
tions, the statist sympathies of the deep South were geographically 
correlated with regions of intensive cotton production.*"' At first glance, 
then, Confederate state formation appears to have been the outcome of 
an alliance between the cotton plantation elite and border-state nation- 
alists. If so, a sharp distinction must be made between cotton production 
and slavery, because the link between slave holding in secure districts 
and support for state expansion has previously been shown to be weak.*'* 
The major centers of opposition to Confederate state formation were 
located in secure districts outside the cotton belt in Virginia, North Car- 
olina, northeastern South Carolina, northern Georgia and Alabama, and 
southern Florida. Districts in the first three states composed the resource 
base for Confederate armies operating in the Virginia theater and prob- 
ably were exploited more intensively than any other region by southern 
quartermasters and treasury officials. As Thomas Alexander and Richard 
Beringer noted in their Anatomy of the Confederate Congress, this com- 
paratively high exposure to Confederate resource and manpower mo- 
bilization strained civilian morale and, indirectly, may have decreased 
congressional support for further state expansion. In Georgia and Ala- 
bama, congressmen opposed to state enhancement tended to represent 
upland districts where both slave holding and cotton production were 
relatively unimportant features of the local political economy. On 


210. See Chapter 2. New York City disaffection from the northern, Republican program 
continued until the end of the nineteenth century. See Bensel, Sectionalism and 
American Political Development, p. 49. 

211. Compare, for example, Map 3.4 with the map of cotton production (bales per square 
mile in 1860) in Sam Bowers Hilliard, Atlas of Antebellum Southern Agriculture 
(Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 1984), p. 71. 

212. Bensel, “Southern Leviathan,” p. 131. 
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Table 3.15. Support for Union state-building measures by congressmen 
from manufacturing districts 


Support for state-building 
measures 


Other high 
value-added in 
manufacturing 


State dimension. Policy decision New York City districts 
Centralization —_a)_ Expulsion of member 60.0% (5) 42.1% (19) 
of authority _b) Secret sessions 33.3% (3) $4.2% (24) 
¢) Militia outside state 50.0% (4) 37.0% (27) 
d) States appoint officers 50.0% (6) 77.8% (27) 
“e) Freedmen’s Bureau 0.0% (3) 94.4% (18) 
*f) Nationalization of currency 20.0% (5) 81.0% (21) 
*g) Reconstruction 0.0% (4) 79.2% (24) 
Administrative a) Academy appointments 100.0% (3) 85.0% (20) 
‘capacity b) Removal of officers 50.0% (2) 80.0% (15) 
¢) Court of claims 50.0% (2) 68.2% (22) 
*d) Board of admiralty 0.0% (4) 22.7% (22) 
Citizenship a) Habeas corpus 100.0% (2) 76.2% (21) 


b) Conscription 
c) Emancipation amendment 


33.3% (6) 78.6% (28) 
.7% (6) 82.8% (29) 


Property a) Control railroads 75.0% (4) 92.0% (25) 
b) Confiscation 40.0% (5) 48.0% (25) 
¢) Slaves as soldiers 100.0% (1) 68.2% (22) 
*d) Railroad subsidy 0.0% (3) 70.6% (17) 
“e) Securities trading 0.0% (3) 81.8% (22) 
*f) Bankruptcy 100.0% (5) 75.0% (24) 
Client groups a) Treasury debt 33.3% (3) 87.5% (16) 
b) Legal tender notes 50.0% (4) 64.0% (25) 
*c) Homesteads in Confederacy 0.0% (4) 83.3% (24) 
Extraction a) Direct taxes/internal duties 50.0% (4) 76.2% (21) 
b) National banks 33.3% (3) 52.2% (23) 
) Internal revenue 75.0% (4) 96.2% (26) 
World system a) Negotiated peace 66.7% (3) 83.3% (18) 
b) Pacific railroad 66.7% (3) 81.8% (22) 
¢) Colonization/confiscation 50.0% (4) 81.2% (16) 
*d) Tariff 0.0% (1) 85.7% (21) 
Average support 43-4% 73.9% 


Note: Asterisks indicate decisions recorded during the Thirty-cighth Congress, when par- 
tisan strength generally shifted from Republicans to Unionists and Democrats as a result 
of the 1862 elections. 
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Percentage of Union or Confederate 
congressmen in each decile 
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Statist su) rt score 
(Decile divisions of voting on major state-building measures) 


Figure 3.2 
‘Comparison of the distribution of congressional support scores for Union and Confederate 
state formation. 


the other hand, the rapidly expanding cotton districts of the Trans- 
Mississippi West were also somewhat lukewarm in their support for 
Confederate state expansion. 

Thus, one possible picture of Confederate state formation postulates 
the existence of a statist alliance between border-state nationalists and 
cotton producers from the settled regions of the deep South against op- 
ponents from upland districts, intensively exploited lowland areas in the 
East, and rapidly expanding plantation areas in the Trans-Mississippi. 
There are two very good reasons we should not overstate this interpre- 
tation. For one thing, contemporary observers and subsequent historians 
have not found evidence of a linkage between the cotton belt and the 
border states (though many have emphasized cleavages between the bor- 
der states and secure districts and popular discontent in upland regions). 
Even more important is the fact that Confederate divisions over central 
state expansion, however described, were shallower than those in the 
North (see Figure 3.2). In the Union, more than a quarter of all members 
of the House of Representatives cast under 30 percent of their votes for 
the state-building decisions (symmetrical and nonsymmetrical) recorded 
in the Thirty-seventh Congress. Only one member (1.1 percent) fell in 
this category in the southern House in voting during the First and Second 
Confederate Congresses. At the high end of the statist spectrum, nearly 
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half of all northern congressmen cast over 80 percent of their votes in 
support of central state expansion. In the South, only one in twenty 
members delivered correspondingly high levels of support to Confederate 
state formation. In the Union, the lopsided, bipolar distribution of statist 
sentiment reflected deep cleavages within the national political economy 
over the erection of the Republican party-state and state-sponsored north- 
ern development. The southern single-peaked distribution, by contrast, 
mirrored the more consensual and broadly based political-economic 
foundation of Confederate nationalism. This characterization of the so- 
cial bases of the Union and Confederate states is consistent with the 
Union’s emphasis on the repression of southern separatism, a highly 
divisive project accompanied by a supporting ideology of expansionist 
nationalism. It is also consistent with the more unifying defensive posture 
of the Confederacy and the southern state’s comparatively centralized 
direction of the domestic economy. Thus, while we could postulate the 
existence of a statist coalition in the Confederate Congress, that inter- 
pretation could easily obscure a comparatively greater southern consen- 
sus on the broad thrust of central state expansion as a reaction to northern 
invasion. In the South, disagreement over the means to be used by the 
Confederate state was more serious than disputes over the ends of gov- 
ernment policy. In the North, a wide chasm opened between Republican 
nationalists and the opposition over the ends: the importance of northern 
victory in the Civil War and the survival of the Union. 

In the Union, the central state apparatus thrown up during the Amer- 
ican Civil War was the creature of the Republican party (see Table 
3.16).*"* On almost every policy decision, the vast majority of Republican 
members supported central state expansion against the opposition of an 
equally large majority of the Democratic party.*'* The pattern is slightly 
different for the railroad construction subsidy, which drew broad support 
from border-state Unionists. Otherwise, the major exceptions to the over- 


213. The thorough identification of the Republican party with a potentially monolithic 
and all-powerful American state can be seen in Joel Silbey's discussion of Democratic 
party rhetoric in his A Respectable Minority, pp. 72-82. 

214. As can be seen in Table 3.16, the number of “unionist” congressmen increased 
significantly between the Thirty-seventh and Thirty-eighth Congresses. This category 
includes all members elected by organizations other than the Republican and Dem- 
ocratic parties (Emancipation, Conservative, Union Republican, and Union parties). 
The Lincoln administration encouraged the creation of “union” parties (including 
Republicans in their ranks) as a means of broadening the political base for northern 
war mobilization and some of these were mere facades for otherwise very partisan 
Republican organizations. In other cases, particularly in the border states where 
formal Republican organizations were very weak, “unionist” congressmen repre- 
sented real attempts to find a middle way between the two major parties. See Silbey, 
A Respectable Minority, pp. 41-3, 67-9. 


Table 3.16. Partisan support for Civil War state-building measures in the Union Congress 


Partisan support 


State dimension Policy decision Republicans Unionists Democrats 
Centralization of authority a) Expulsion of member 91.2% (91) 81.8% (11) 5.4% (37) 
b) Secret sessions 84.1% (82) 44.4% (18) 6.1% (33) 
©) Militia outside state 71.4% (91) 0.0% (19) 0.0% (40) 
d) States appoint officers 95.7% (94) 48.0% (25) 5.0% (40) 
*e) Freedmen’s Bureau 100.0% (36) 66.7% (45) 5.5% (55) 
*f) Nationalization of currency 91.4% (35) 72.3% (47) 57% (53) 
*g) Reconstruction 100.0% (36) 75.6% (45) 4.0% (50) 
Administrative capacity a) Academy appointments 80.5% (77) 45.5% (11) 14.3% (35) 
) Removal of officers 78.3% (69) 94.1% (17) 96.7% (30) 
) Court of claims 60.8% (79) 66.7% (18) 88.5% (26) 
*d) Board of admiralty 26.3% (38) 48.8% (43) 59.2% (49) 
Citizenship a) Habeas corpus 95.5% (88) 31.2% (16) 3.2% (31) 
b) Conscription 99.0% (98) 57-7% (26) 7.5% (40) 
*c) Emancipation Amendment 100.0% (44) 91.9% (62) 27.5% (69) 
Property a) Control railroads 95.6% (89) 66.7% (18) 47-1% (34) 
b) Confiscation 89.8% (88) 9.1% (22) 2.5% (40) 
©). Slaves as soldiers 94.3% (88) 0.0% (17) 0.0% (32) 
*d)_ Railroad subsidy 75.9% (29) 83.3% (42) 14.3% (49) 
*e) Securities trading 100.0% (33) 83.3% (48) 5:3% (57) 
*f) Bankruptcy 81.6% (38) 57-4% (47) 38.3% (47) 
Glient groups a) Treasury debt 97-4% (7) 42.9% (14) 74% (27) 
b) Legal tender notes 80.6% (98) 42.1% (19) 17.1% (35) 
*c) Homesteads in Confederacy 100.0% (36) 76.6% (47) 5.4% (56) 
Extraction a) Direct taxes/internal duties 79.8% (84) 25.0% (16) 16.2% (37) 
b) National banks 77.9% (86) 42.9% (21) 5.7% (35) 
¢) Internal revenue 98.8% (86) 94.7% (19) 64.7% (34) 
World system a) Negotiated peace 100.0% (81) 19.0% (21) 0.0% (24) 
b) Pacific railroad 75.7% (74) 47-6% (21) 39.4% (33) 
©) Colonization/confiscation 95.6% (68) 25.0% (16) 3.7% (27) 
*d) Tariff 100.0% (34) 90.2% (41) 31.2% (32) 
Average partisan support 87.2% 54.4% 20.9% 


Note: Asterisks indicate decisions recorded during the Thirty-cighth Congress, when partisan strength generally shifted from Republicans to Unionists 
and Democrats as a result of the 1862 elections. 
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all pattern appear on policy decisions involving administrative capacity: 
presidential removal of professional officers, enhancement of the au- 
thority of the court of claims, and the establishment of an admiralty 
board in the Navy Department. In these areas the statist position pro- 
posed to constrain the discretionary authority of the executive branch 
(the Lincoln administration) or the Republican-controlled Congress by 
insulating the central bureaucracy from the influence of elected officials. 
While these proposals would have strengthened the structure of the cen- 
tral state by enhancing bureaucratic autonomy, their advocates wished 
only to weaken the hold of the Republican party on the state in order, 
paradoxically, to restrain state expansion in more substantive areas. 
These exceptions only serve to underscore the conflation of party and 
state during the Civil War and, thus, point out the limitations, from a 
long-term statist perspective, of party-centered state formation. Put sim- 
ply, party-led state formation appears to have stifled the development of 
bureacratic administrative capacity.*'* 

In the Confederacy, the relation of political organizations (or the lack 
of them) to state formation was much more complicated. The most prom- 
inent interpretation has emphasized the lack of open competition by 
organized political parties in the Confederacy. First articulated by David 
Potter, who suggested that “the Confederacy may have suffered real and 
direct damage from the fact that its political organization lacked a two- 
party system,” the thesis was fully elaborated by Eric McKitrick in 
1967.”'* Among the several arguments McKitrick advances, two best 
illustrate this general position: first, that formal party organizations and 
widespread popular identification with them serve as indispensable re- 
sources for political leaders, and second, that party organizations in the 
North mobilized loyalist elements behind the prosecution of the war while 


215. This interpretation emphasizes the foundations of mass party competition in the 
national political economy and the role of the Republican party as the agent of 
central state expansion during the Civil War. As the Civil War period demonstrates, 
robust party organizations are not incompatible with rapid central state expansion, 
although party-led state formation will constrain the emergence of bureaucratic 
autonomy. For a broad historical overview of the impact of party competition on 
administrative capacity, see Martin Shefter, “Party, Bureaucracy, and Political 
Change in the United States,” in Louis Maisel and Joseph Cooper, eds., Political 
Parties: Development and Decay (Beverly Hills, Calif.: Sage, 1978), pp. 211-65. 

216. David M. Potter, “Jefferson Davis and the Political Factors in Confederate Defeat,” 
in Donald, ed., Why the North Won the Civil War, p. 1133 Eric L. McKitrick, “Party 
Politics and the Union and Confederate War Efforts,” in William Nisbet Chambers 
and Walter Dean Burnham, eds., The American Party Systems: Stages of Political 
Development (New York: Oxford University Press, 1967), pp. 117~s1. Since 
McKitrick’s elaboration, the argument has become widely accepted in the literature 
(for example, see Thomas, The Confederate Nation, pp. 140, 196; McPherson; 
Battle Cry of Freedom, pp. 689-92). 
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isolating the disaffected into a separate, easily identifiable, and (as long 
as it remained a minority) relatively impotent group. The thesis has been 
most effectively advanced when the ability of the president to lead the 
nation was connected to the distribution of executive patronage.*'” 

Perhaps inadvertently, the theme of lack of political parties challenges 
one of the most fundamental tenets of conventional political wisdom: 
that political minorities must organize in order to counter the greater 
power of their opponent’s numbers. McKitrick and others concentrate 
their attention on the majority side of the state-centered equation: the 
supporters of the Davis and Lincoln administrations. From this perspec- 
tive, the Lincoln administration effectively used the Republican party 
organization to mobilize and, in fact, create loyalist support for the 
Union. In the South, the Davis administration chose not to organize a 
supporting political party and, thus, the Confederate war mobilization 
was impeded. However, from the perspective of the minority side of the 
same equation, the thesis appears to contend that administration op- 
ponents chose not to channel their activity into a formal party and that 
this choice somehow enhanced their ability to frustrate the Confederate 
war mobilization. Viewed this way, the thesis contends that opposition 
to the policies of the Confederate state was more effective than, say, 
Democratic party opposition in the Union because it was unorganized. 
By failing to assume a formal organization or to adopt a common plat- 
form, opponents of a strong central state were able to blend indistin- 
guishably into the ranks of loyal Confederate nationalists and frustrate 
the latter’s efforts to mobilize the citizenry. Thus, while the nationalists 
could have reaped large political dividends by assuming a formal orga- 
nizational identity and should have imposed — it seems to be implied - 
at least a “negative” identity upon those who could not subscribe to the 
nationalist program, it is contended that the opponents of centralization 
would have gained no advantage through organization. 

Both the Davis and Lincoln administrations practiced co-optation of 
opposition members, a classic state-centered strategy not available to 
opponents. Davis attempted to maintain a broad societal consensus by 


217. Van Riper and Scheiber, “The Confederate Civil Service,” p. 470. Patronage, as 
pointed out earlier in the text, is a relatively primitive mode of recruitment and, 
because of the incompetence that often attends its use, can be employed in wartime 
only by a relatively resource-rich state. Compared to the well-endowed Union (where 
administrative corruption and incompetence were rampant), the South could not 
afford to encourage loyalty through a calculated squandering of limited national 
resources. For general accounts of Republican patronage policy during the Civil 
War, see Harry J. Carman and Reinhard H. Luthin, Lincoln and the Patronage 
(New York: Columbia University Press, 1943) and Bogue, The Congressman’s Civil 
War, pp. 31-43, 89-92. 


230 Yankee Leviathan 


frustrating the development of an organized opposition. Lincoln, by con- 
trast, isolated an already existing and relatively extreme opposition in 
the minority party. Both are optimal strategies for a central state under 
different initial conditions. A broad southern consensus provided a major 
justification for Confederate separatism. Because opponents of the Davis 
administration, by and large, differed over how, not whether, the war 
should be fought, the Confederate state could tolerate dissent and still 
mobilize the southern nation. A significant segment of the northern Dem- 
ocratic party, on the other hand, opposed the Union war effort outright. 
The abundance of materiel and manpower available to the Union allowed 
the Lincoln administration to forgo a full mobilization of the North and, 
instead, exploit the political advantage of branding the minority as 
traitorous. 

One perspective from which to evaluate the comparative importance 
of formal party systems emerges from an examination of the formal policy 
products of the Confederate and Union political systems. From the per- 
spective of administrative structure and central state authority, the via- 
bility of the lack-of-political-parties thesis rests upon the relative strength 
of the Confederate state. If the formal structure and powers of that state 
were as fully developed as those in the Union (as we have contended 
earlier), then the absence-of-political-parties thesis would be hard pressed 
to explain the failure of the Confederacy by way of state design. In this 
instance, comparative superiority, not perfection might be the best test 
of relative state performance. 

More immediately, the party thesis questions the leadership ability of 
Jefferson Davis: whether, on the one hand, the Confederate president 
recognized the mobilizing potential of centralized state administration of 
the war effort and, on the other hand, he correctly identified and effec- 
tively led a congressional coalition with respect to strengthening central 
state authority. In examining these questions an additional query emerges 
concerning the sophistication of the putative executive coalition: whether 
President Davis and his supporters backed measures that insulated bu- 
reaucratic decision making. An executive-led coalition, even while con- 
stituting the most effective force in building a strong state, may ultimately 
limit administrative capacity by maximizing executive prerogatives at the 
expense of the more statist bureaucracy and judiciary (as did, for example, 
Lincoln’s Republican supporters in the Union). As it turns out, the evi- 
dence supports the existence of a relatively sophisticated statist coalition 
led by Jefferson Davis, thus demonstrating effective presidential leader- 
ship in the absence of a formal party system. 

In order to pursue this line of investigation, independent identification 
of presidential supporters is required. Previous work on the Confederate 
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Congress yields at least two such identifications. Wilfred Buck Yearns 
published a list of supporters as a part of his appendix (“Biographical 
Notes on Confederate Congressmen”) to The Confederate Congress (see 
the notes to Table 3.17). His identification of presidential supporters is 
broken down by individual Congress (Provisional, First, and Second) but 
omits about half of all members, primarily for their failure to vote on a 
sufficient number of issues. Yearns does not indicate the roll call decisions 
upon which he relied in identifying supporters and opponents, and as a 
result, it is not known which, if any, of the decisions analyzed here also 
entered into his own calculations. The second listing has been taken from 
Alexander and Beringer’s The Anatomy of the Confederate Congress and 
moves closer than Yearns did to a “statist—nonstatist” dimension. They 
identified members who favored or opposed “the objective of establishing 
an independent Confederacy with a central government adequate to the 
tasks imposed upon it in war or peace” and computed an “Average 
Adjusted Scale Position” for all congressmen regardless of how long or 
when they served.*"* 

By and large, those members identified as supporters of the Davis 
administration strongly backed legislative expansion of executive discre- 
tion. They did so, for example, on all of the measures that proposed 
major changes in the scope of presidential power (see Table 3.17 and 
note asterisked measures).*'® In those cases where the expansion of ex- 
ecutive power conflicted with other, higher statist principles (decisions 
involving the establishment of a general staff, a competency test for army 
engineers, and a home for veterans), Davis supporters consistently fa- 
vored the administration. Such results probably could not have arisen in 
the absence of an effective and consistent application of executive influ- 
ence and leadership. In addition, the data strongly suggest that those 
members who followed Davis’s leadership did not recognize bureaucratic 
autonomy as a desirable feature of the state when that autonomy con- 
flicted with executive authority. Like Republicans in the Union, southern 
nationalists concentrated decision-making authority in the more political 


218, Chapter rr and pp. 7, 409-18. Alexander and Beringer do not expand the theoretical 
basis of their roll call assignments beyond this quote. Their scores, which run from 
© through 9, are based on over two hundred roll calls that include five of the thirty 
studied here. In each case, the “stronger war effort” alternative is the same as the 
statist option. For the purpose of analysis here, the scale has been reduced to a 
dichotomous identification of “supporters” and “opponents” of a stronger war 
effort. 

219. These nine measures are those in which expanded executive discretion constituted 
a major issue in legislative consideration. Outside the “administrative capacity” and 
“centralization-of-authority” dimensions, however, the scope of executive discretion 
was ultimately less important, overall, than the substantive content of central state 
expansion. 
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Table 3.17. Loyalty to the Davis administration, support for a 
stronger war effort, and voting on state-building measures: 1861-5 


Relation to 

Davis Support for 

administration a stronger 

Dimension Measures loyalty war effort 
Centralization a) Secret sessions 36 “47 
‘of authority *b) States appoint officers 87 82 
©) Expulsion of member a 192 
d) Supreme court jurisdicton =.33 78 
Administrative *a) Academy appointments 88 86 
capacity b) Removal of officers <7 17 
“c) General staff -.27 =.20 
*d) Exemptions 88 63 
*e) Civil service test -.55 <1 
f) A supreme court 66 ~.o1 
Citizenship a) Conscription 86 95 
*b) Habeas corpus 85 .76 
Control of a) Railroad subsidy “59 53 
property b) Control railroads =.06 09 
c) Securities trading 44 08 
*d) Slaves as soldiers 82 60 
¢) Confiscation/sequestration oz 33 
f)  Impressment a 13, 
8) Destruction of property ~.36 09 
Client groups a) _ Legal tender notes =.55 wun 
b) Treasury debt 1.00 47 
¢) Military pensions = 65 a 
4) Redistribution 49 -.00 
e) Price controls 66 60 
*f) Veterans’ home =.55 = .80 
Extraction a) Direct taxes/internal duties —.16 25 
b) Internal revenue 50 40 
World system a) Tariff a5 39 
*b) Negotiated peace 81 89 
<) Blockade cargo 16 +56 


Notes and sources: Figures represent the association between voting in favor of the statist 
alternative on each of the measures (see text) and (1) “Davis Administration Loyalty” 
(cither support or opposition to the administration; see Wilfred Buck Yearns, The Con- 
federate Congress, Appendix, pp. 236-44) and (2) “Support for a Stronger War Effort” 
(either High, scale positions 5-9, or Low, scale positions 0-4; see Thomas Alexander and 
Richard Beringer, The Anatomy of the Confederate Congress, Average Adjusted Scale 
Position, pp. 398-405). The association is measured by the statistic Yule’s Q. Asterisked 
measures entailed decisions that significantly affected the scope of executive discretion or, 
in the case of the veterans’ home bill, were vetoed by President Davis. 
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executive branch of the state, but they, unlike the Republicans, did so in 
the absence of a party system. In fact, the absence of party competition 
in the South freed the executive from some of the debilitating constraints 
of patronage and legislative influence in personnel management that 
plagued the Lincoln administration. 

Aside from decisions involving administrative capacity, Davis admin- 
istration supporters strongly backed state expansion in almost all policy 
areas. Yearns’s formulation, for example, positively connects adminis- 
tration supporters to backing for the statist alternative on two-thirds of 
those measures not directly involving executive prerogatives. Alexander 
and Beringer’s listing does the same on almost 90 percent of those de- 
cisions. Everything considered, these results indicate a degree of sympathy 
for central state expansion and direction of the war effort that has not 
been commonly attributed either to Jefferson Davis or to the Confederate 
congressmen who backed his administration.**° 


Conclusion 


In this comparison of Union and Confederate state formation, most of 
the surprises are on the southern side of the equation. Apart from the 
suppression of dissent in the North and plans to reconstruct the southern 
political economy, the Union relied on an unregulated capitalist market 
to supply resources and manpower. While some of the financial measures 
that facilitated this reliance on market procurement had broader, largely 
unanticipated statist consequences (see the following, ch: 
Union policies fell comparatively lightly and transiently on an society 
and economy. The situation could hardly have been more different in 
the South. In the Confederacy, the central state regulated almost all forms 
of production and manpower, often assuming direct control of private 
factories, impressing their production, and even constructing state- 
owned plants where private capacity was insufficient for the needs of the 
war effort. In practice, the massive demands of the Confederate war 
mobilization on southern society steadily consumed the material base of 


220. As noted earlier, a statist design for government decision making and central state 
direction of the economy has been assumed to be the best way to mobilize a society's 
resources for war. That assumption has allowed the analysis to pose a rough equiv- 
alency between “support for statist policies” and “support for the war.” By and 
large this equivalency seems to hold up under scrutiny. However, many scholars 
might contend that war requires charismatic and politically sensitive leadership in 
order to maximize resource utilization. Thus effective mobilizations might very well 
favor strong presidential leadership over more statist designs that promote bureau- 
cratic autonomy. As we have seen, both Republicans in the North and Davis admin- 
istration supporters in the South behaved in a way that suggests agreement with 
this exception to the overall relationship between statist organization and war. 
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the economy, draining the South of the capital plant, infrastructure, and 
livestock that could have enabled continued war production. 

This war mobilization ultimately exposed the entire southern political 
economy to Confederate confiscation and control. As one Georgia judge 
wrote: 


It [is] not only the right but the duty of a nation to protect itself, 
and...any contract or right flowing out of the operation of law 
which came in conflict with the preservation of the State [is] an 
unconstitutional act, not obligatory on the law-making power, and 
within the constitutional power of the government to repeal. ... All 
rights, all property, all persons who are citizens of a government, 
may be used by the government in time of war, and it [is] the duty 
of the courts to sustain the government in the appropriation of the 
means exercised rightfully by the legislature to protect the whole 
people from subjugation and ruin.**" 


‘When understood in the context of a broad social consensus, the southern 
war mobilization demonstrates the revolutionary nature of the Confed- 
erate state. Confronted on the battlefield by an opponent with a much 
larger and more easily mobilized resource base, the South erected a state 
that (1) cannibalized the regional political economy by implementing a 
state-directed system of war-related production and economic develop- 
ment; (2) proposed measures for the adjustment of class conflict that 
accompanied pressing demands on the plantation economy and man- 
power mobilization; and (3) increasingly committed the southern state 
and nation to rapid socioeconomic change as the underpinnings of the 
antebellum order (for example, the slave system) were eroded by Con- 
federate policy. In contrast, the northern mobilization rested relatively 
lightly on the robust capitalist markets of the industrializing centers of 
the East and free-soil agricultural regions of the West. For the most part, 
the Union drew men and materiel into the war effort through open- 
market contracts that were quite attractive to producers and potential 
soldiers at the same time that they severely constrained central state 
influence over the national economy. While the nature of the northern 
social base and the political economic goals of the war itself opened deep 
cleavages within the Union citizenry, this reliance on open-market pro- 
cesses limited the need for northern adjustment of class conflict even 
while the Union’s relatively abundant resource base allowed much more 
liberal exploitation of clientele-creating possibilities. 


221. Paraphrased in Moore, ed., Rebellion Record, vol. 8, pp. 393-4. This decision upheld 
the right of the Confederate state to end substitution practices in conscription. 
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Within the free states of the North, the Union mobilization carried 
relatively unimportant implications for rapid socioeconomic change. On 
the other hand, the Union war effort held much more serious implications 
for the slave states both in and out of the Confederacy. Here the twin 
goals of the destruction of slavery and the creation of an indigenous 
social base loyal to the Union led the North to experiment with a number 
of policies that contemplated massive redistribution of wealth between 
races and classes, central state determination of access to political power, 
and direct military rule over the conquered South. While all of these 
projects were more or less abandoned in the decade following the war, 
the experiment itself substantially broadened the American state’s ability 
to subject local governmental units to central state policy and brought 
citizen—state and citizen—citizen relations under the federal umbrella for 
the first time (through suffrage requirements, labor contracts regulated 
by the Freedmen’s Bureau, and other measures). Viewed as a whole and 
perhaps oversimplifying a bit, the Confederate state was strong in the 
South (in its domestic mobilization policies) while the Union state was 
also strong in the South (in its policies intended to counteract or eliminate 
southern separatist sentiment). Thus, under both Confederate and Union 
rule, southerners experienced much more statist regimes than did 
northerners. 

The social groups and economic classes that threw up these northern 
and southern states exhibited both similarities and contrasts. In the Con- 
federacy, support for state expansion was broadly distributed among the 
most important groups and classes in the South. Slaveholders, for ex- 
ample, were not (as might have been expected) in the vanguard of most 
state-expanding coalitions and thus cannot be said to have imposed the 
war effort upon the rest of southern society. Manufacturing districts gave 
more support to statist policies, but the most statist group behind Con- 
federate state expansion was composed of representatives from the con- 
tested border states. Even this description, however, understates the 
breadth of the social base of the Confederate state. United by their re- 
sistance to northern developmental policies during the antebellum period 
and by northern invasion during the war, southerners dissolved all party 
distinctions and subsequently delegated immense power over their prop- 
erty and lives to a bureaucracy largely insulated from political influence. 
This state-formation process was carried out by a fluid legislative coalition 
led by the chief executive, Jefferson Davis. In the Union, state expansion 
was strongly backed by a developmental coalition that brought together 
industrial capital, farmers, and free laborers across the North. United 
under the leadership of the Republican party, this developmental coalition 
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thoroughly occupied the state apparatus, directed the war mobilization 
and developmental policies, and repressed both political dissent and com- 
peting political organizations, particularly in the border states. 

In many respects, the Confederate state possessed more modern char- 
acteristics than this northern regime. Southern leviathan featured more 
ambitious attempts to adjust class tensions between slaveholders and 
poor yeoman farmers, more insulated bureaucratic organizations, state- 
sponsored and subsidized manufacturing activity, a greater use of ex- 
propriation and other limitations on the property rights of citizens, as 
well as a comprehensive allocation of manpower throughout the econ- 
omy. Overall the Confederate experience generally combined a much 
stronger boundary between state and society with much more sweeping 
state authority over the economy. In contrast, the Union state drew great 
strength from its inhabitation by the Republican party but the emergence 
of the Republican party-state committed the regime to several premodern 
practices, such as patronage in the staffing of state bureaus and a reliance 
on voluntary contractual agreements as the primary means of supplying 
the war effort. A modern state would have combined a professional, 
politically neutral bureaucracy with a state-planned and directed war 
mobilization. On the other hand, many of the policies carried out by the 
North furthered modernization of American society and economy. Fore- 
most among these were the emancipation of slaves and reorganization 
of the nation’s financial system. 

As a consequence of secession and the Civil War, the American state 
was captured by the Republican party. During the war and the decade 
immediately following, the American state and the Republican party were 
more or less synonomous and this near identity was accompanied by an 
instrumentalist implementation of a broad political agenda, including 
aggressive tariff protection for industry, western homestead settlement, 
the promotion of northern and western railroad construction, the creation 
of supporting clientele groups (for example, through pensions allocated 
to Union veterans), and the expansion of national markets in capital 
investment and commerce. With the plantation South out of the political 
system, the antebellum northern agenda for the political economy was 
impressed upon the American state with little compromise or mediation. 

Among the many results of the emergence of the Republican party- 
state and the enactment of northern developmental policies was the state- 
centered reorganization of the nation’s financial system. During the Civil 
War, Treasury policy both insulated the nation’s financial markets from 
foreign influence by abandoning the gold standard and sponsored the 
creation of integrated capital markets by establishing the national bank 
system and mandating a national currency. Each of these both modern- 


War mobilization and state formation North and South 237 


ized the financial system and strengthened the central state’s role in capital 
allocation and development. But, because of the Republican party-state’s 
relatively narrow social base and close alignment with powerful economic 
classes, including finance capitalists, the postwar period saw a radical 
change in the trajectory of American state expansion. Where the party- 
state had sponsored the creation of a new class of finance capitalists 
during the war — in reality a client group dependent on the successful 
servicing of Union debt and Treasury policy generally — the postwar 
decade witnessed a deteriorating Republican coalition in which finance 
capitalists increasingly advocated a retrenchment of central state inter- 
vention in the financial system, massive cuts in federal spending and 
taxation, and, ultimately, an abandonment of Reconstruction of the 
South (see Chapters 4 and 5). Though the American state could not have 
survived secession and the Civil War without becoming the institutional 
tool of the Republican party, the state expansion that the Republicans 
carried out had clear limitations. One of these was that continued state 
expansion depended upon the continued compatibility of the interests of 
the major wings of the Republican party. The other was that patronage, 
the life blood of the party-state, was incompatible with administr: 
competence. Because of its vulnerability to central state policy decisions 
and the technical requirements associated with successful Treasury in- 
tervention in capital markets, the first and most important defection from 
the Republican state-building project was finance capital. 


4 


Gold, greenbacks, and the 
political economy of finance 
capital after the Civil War 


Outside the rebellious South, the Union war mobilization probably fell 
most heavily upon the financial system, permanently changing both the 
internal organization of national capital markets and the relationship of 
the central state to finance capitalists.‘ In part, the policies adopted by 
the Union were shaped by the North’s reliance on uncontrolled markets 
for supplies and manpower. Voluntary transactions with private man- 
ufacturers and civilians required a sound currency and guarantees as to 
the future credit of the state. At the same time, the huge demands placed 
upon the domestic economy by the war mobilization forced the financial 
system off the gold standard — up to this point in American history, the 
maintenance of that standard had been the foundation upon which the 
state’s credit had rested. As a result of the abandonment of the gold 
standard and a reliance on unregulated markets for supplies, the Union 
developed revenue policies that transformed a large part of the financial 
community into clients of the state. Financiers were both enticed and 
coerced into becoming the agents of Union fiscal policy and subsequently 
cooperated with the Treasury in marketing government debt securities 
and managing the circulation and value of Union currency. 

When the Civil War ended, the interests of finance capitalists and the 
American state were probably more closely linked than at any other point 
in the nineteenth century. Yet financiers came to oppose central state 
participation in financial markets and to support a corresponding re- 
trenchment in government activity in most other sectors of the political 
economy. In this chapter, the origin of this growing opposition to central 


1. Because southern banks heavily invested in Confederate bonds that became worthless 
with the end of the Civil War, the southern financial system was devastated by the 
collapse of the Confederate state and did not recover in the postwar period. Because 
the Confederacy did not otherwise influence postwar development, this chapter em- 
phasizes the impact of the northern mobilization on the postwar national financial 
system. 
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state power is traced to the stresses that were an inherent feature of the 
organization of the financial system. Tracing the seasonal rhythms of the 
nation’s money markets and the flow of gold bullion through Treasury 
vaults and customshouses, we will identify the necessary conditions for 
financial stability, among them adequate bank reserves, a budgetary sur- 
plus in government receipts and expenditure, and a competent accom- 
modation of Treasury transactions to conditions in the nation’s financial 
markets. Administrative incompetence in the management of Treasury 
intervention in financial markets was the crucial factor in turning finance 
capitalists away from a potentially neutral or even favorable attitude 
toward central state expansion. Ultimately, this change in attitude became 
one of the factors that doomed Republican efforts to remake the southern 
political economy during Reconstruction. 

This chapter begins with a description of how the northern financial 
system developed during the Civil War, including the impact of aban- 
donment of the gold standard, the strengthening of the dominant position 
of New York City markets in the financial system, and the rapid growth 
of a new, national class of finance capitalists. These changes are subse- 
quently related to the organization and operation of capital markets in 
the postwar period. In this discussion, emphasis is placed on the operating 
requirements for financial stability and the ways in which government 
intervention in financial markets could impair or enhance the operation 
of the financial system. After reviewing the implications of market or- 
ganization and the government's inability to properly manage the finan- 
cial system, the chapter concludes with a brief summary of the postwar 
policy interests of finance capital. 


The political economy of finance capital in the 
antebellum period 


In 1861 New York City was the most important financial center in the 
United States. New York owed its position in finance to its dominant 
position astride the nation’s trade connections with Europe, particularly 
Britain. During the first half of the nineteenth century, the city had ex- 
tended its commercial network into the interior of the continent more 
rapidly than did other important and previously autonomous entrepots, 
such as Boston, Philadelphia, and Baltimore. In the process, these cities, 
as well as the remainder of the country, were subordinated to New York 
markets. This antebellum centralization of the financial system, driven 
by the international exchange of goods and capital, was expressed in 
several emerging commercial arrangements and patterns. In one of the 


240 Yankee Leviathan 


most significant developments, state-chartered banks throughout the na- 
tion began to keep regular deposit balances in New York institutions.* 

As these balances concentrated in New York, the capital they repre- 
sented gave rise to an active “call loan” relationship between the city’s 
banks and the stock exchange. Unused balances were, in effect, lent out 
to stockbrokers and investors subject to “call” at any time. In most 
months of the year, this arrangement was not very risky. But during the 
fall harvest and spring planting seasons, the country banks drew heavily 
on their New York balances and, in speculative markets, this contraction 
of credit could produce a financial panic in which the banking system 
was forced to suspend specie payments on its currency and deposits. The 
federal government played only a small role in these financial markets 
and exchanges. In the absence of a central bank or its functional equiv- 
alent, the financial system lacked a common reserve and policy coordi- 
nation. As a result, the New York money market — already by 1850 far 
and away the dominant center of American finance capitalism — “‘was 
an organism without a head.’** Compared to the postwar period, English 
capital played a dominant role in New York, with the Liverpool cotton 
and London securities markets often determining foreign exchange rates 
and capital investment patterns. This tributary status made the American 
financial system extremely vulnerable to market conditions in London 
(as evidenced by the course of the severe business contractions of 1836, 
1839, 1845, and 1856).4 


2. Of the 700 banks chartered in the nation in 1850, almost 600 maintained accounts in 
New York for the redemption of their currency and bills of exchange. Margaret G. 
Myers, The New York Money Market: Origins and Development (New York: Co- 
lumbia University Press, 19315 reprinted by AMS Press, 1971), pp. 103-4, 108, 115. 

discussion of New York’s dominance in the antebellum dissemination of 

information on forcign market conditions and the city’s close connections 

to southern market centers (cotton-exporting ports), see Allan Pred, Urban Growth 
and City-Systems in the United States, 1840-1860 (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard Uni- 
versity Press, 1980), pp. 143—5; on the importance of the export/import trade and 
transportation network to New York’s primacy, see Robert Greenhalgh Albion, The 
Rise of the New York Port, 1815-1860 (Boston: Northeastern University Press, 1984; 
reprint of 1939 cdition), especially pp. 373-86. 

3. On the development of the call loan market, see Myers, New York Money Market, 
pp. 103-25; on the harvest cycle in bank reserves, pp. 141-8, 206-8; and on the 
absence of central reserves and policy coordination, pp. 204-9. However, Myers notes 
that founding of the New York Clearing House in 1854 permitted the large banks 
that comprised its membership to “exercise a genuine regulatory function” and pro- 
vided “a basis for developing cooperative action in emergency,” pp. 96-102. 

4. Wallace E. Huffman and James R. Lothian, “The Gold Standard and the Transmission 
of Business Cycles, 1833-1932,” in Michael D. Bordo and Anna J. Schwartz, eds. A 
Retrospective on the Classical Gold Standard, 1821-1931 (Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press, 1984), pp. 464-71. Also sce, Myers, New York Money Market, pp. 
52-7, 205-6; on the importance of British capital to the development of New York 
financial markets, see Vincent P. Carosso, The Morgans: Private International 
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The policies through which the Union financed the war effort changed 
the antebellum financial system and national political economy in several 
important ways. First, the material requirements of the northern war 
effort led the government to develop a much wider array of revenue 
sources and create a much larger administrative apparatus of collection 
than had previously existed in the antebellum period. The expansion of 
revenue capacity enhanced the federal government’s ability to consider 
a broader role in national development and, in addition, created new 
supporting clientele groups. The most important of these groups emerged 
in connection with the tariff. Second, the huge national debt floated by 
the Union altered the composition of capital markets, reshaped the struc- 
ture and operations of the banking system, and significantly broadened 
federal involvement in these features of finance capitalism. Both the cre- 
ation of a large national debt and of a national banking system, in turn, 
fostered the emergence of a largely new class of financiers dependent on 
the effectiveness of federal fiscal operations.’ 

Under certain circumstances, the creation of a large national debt can 
be interpreted as a state-enhancing strategy insofar as it brings into being 
a broad clientele dependent on the success of central state fiscal policy 
for interest payments and principal redemption.* Such a policy appears 


Bankers, 1854-1913 (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1987), pp. 53-6; 
Ralph W. Hidy, “The Organization and Function of Anglo-American Merchant Bank- 
ers, 1815-1860,” Journal of Economic History x (December 1941): 53~66; for a 
substantially more positive view of antebellum money market stability and the efficacy 
of Treasury operations, see Richard H. Timberlake, Jr., The Origins of Central Banking 
in the United States (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1978). 

5. This result was both anticipated and appreciated by well-placed individuals at the time. 
For example, see the correspondence between Salmon P. Chase (secretary of the Trea- 
sury) and Jay Cooke, who later was appointed the chief subscription agent for Treasury 
loan operations. Ellis Paxson Oberholtzer, Jay Cooke: Financier of the Civil War, vol. 
1 (New York: Burt Franklin, 1970; a reprint of an unidentified 1907 edition), p. 136. 
Also see, Amasa Walker, “The National Finances,” Hunt’s Merchants’ Magazine and 
Commercial Review, January 1865, p. 33. Springfield Republican, June 19, 1865, 
quoted in Oberholtzer, Jay Cooke, vol. x, p. 639, more generally, 634-55. Also see, 
Herbert Ronald Ferleger, David A. Wells and the American Revenue System, 1865— 
1870 (New York: Private printing, 1942; reprinted by Porcupine Press, 1977), p. 7. 
The development of clientele connections that characterized Union finance policy can 
also be seen as the most direct and unambiguous expression of a general process by 
which the Civil War accelerated “‘the emergence of an American industrial bourgeoisie” 
and “tied the fortunes of this class to the Republican party and the national state.” 
Eric Foner, Reconstruction: America’s Unfinished Revolution, 1863~1877 (New York: 
Harper & Row, 1988) pp. 21-3. 

6. With reference to the new American republic in the late eighteenth century, Thomas 
Paine argued that “No nation ought to be without a debt. A national debt is a national 
bond.” Noting in a letter to Robert Morris in 1781 that “A national debt, if not 
excessive, will be to us a national blessing. It will be a powerful cement of our Union,” 
Alexander Hamilton developed this principle into a matter of high state policy. Fritz 
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to be most effective when (1) the regime possesses otherwise weak claims 
on sovereignty; and (2) the preexisting revenue demands and obligations 
of the state are comparatively slight. In such cases, the issuance of debt 
creates an interest (in the lender) that supports a particular state structure 
in its efforts both to survive and to exploit the resources of a given 
society.” The two Civil War regimes, Union and Confederate, satisfied 
these conditions, at least initially.* In this chapter we will analyze the 
ways in which the debt and other Union war mobilization measures 
focused the attention of finance capitalists, as a class, on central state 
fiscal operations and decision making.” 

During the Civil War, the interconnected processes of debt expansion, 
revenue enhancement, and fiscal centralization continued to accelerate. 
With the end of the conflict, these processes first stalled and subsequently 
reversed direction as the U.S. Treasury moved first, to stabilize, stan- 


Redlich, Essays in American Economic History (New York: G. E. Stechert, 1944), 
. 176-82. 

7. le the associated revenue needs are so large that no amount of exploitation can make 
the debt viable or if these demands themselves threaten the sovereignty of the regime, 
such policies are clearly counterproductive from the standpoint of state development. 
There are, of course, many contemporary regimes debilitated by an unmanageable, 
foreign-held debt. One of the most striking nineteenth-century examples was the Ot- 
toman Empire. Roger Owen, The Middle East in the World Economy, 1800-1914 
(New York: Methuen, 1981), pp. 100-52. 

8. Because of the South’s economic weakness and the progressive deterioration in its 
military situation, the Confederacy did not satisfy the second condition for very long. 
As Bray Hammond put it, “Since the bonds and currency of the confederate government 
became worthless in the end, the Confederacy’s part in the war was financed in reality 
by a gradual, indirect confiscation of the property of the Southern people and of the 
foreign investors who bought its bonds.” Sovereignty and an Empty Purse: Banks and 
Politics in the Civil War (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1970), p. 259 
and, generally, pp. 254-60. The increasing likelihood of southern defeat dried up 
investor demand for Confederate bonds except at ruinous discounts that impossibly 
mortgaged the nation’s future. Thus the Confederate debt was increasingly discredited 
both as the obligation of a sovereign nation and as a workable financial policy. Under 
these conditions, only speculators, very patriotic citizens, and those individuals forced 
to take bonds in full or partial payment of Confederate obligations would accept new 
debt issues. The first group usually held only small amounts taken at steep discount 
from par and were of little aid to the regime. The second group was already strongly 
committed to the cause and were unlikely to become even more committed as a result 
of their investments. And members of the third group, while compelled to accept these 
issues, were more likely to avoid transactions with the regime, if possible, than to 
become committed to its future. Thus, at some point probably indicated by a steep 
discount of new issues (against gold) and the relative frequency of involuntary 
transactions, the Confederacy could no longer utilize a national debt as a regime- 
strengthening strategy. 

9. As the term is used here, the class identified as “finance capitalists” is composed of 
those individuals who transform or exchange one kind of financial asset into another 
as their primary vocation. This class thus includes money, commodity, stock, and bond 
brokers; state, national, and private bankers; insurance companies; importiexport 
houses; and commission merchants. 
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dardize, and reduce the war debt; then, to reduce the previously wide 
array of revenue sources and overall level of taxation; next, to cut back 
war-related government expenditures as part of a general policy of re- 
trenchment; and, finally, to implement, over the sporadic opposition of 
Congress, fiscal policies that would result in specie redemption of the 
currency and a return to the gold standard in domestic transactions.‘° 


The impact of the Civil War on the financial system 


The Union entered the war with a banking system organized and regu- 
lated by the individual state governments. Even with the South out of 
the system, these banks ranged “from the strong solvent institutions of 
the major commercial centers, to firms, particularly in the newer areas 
of the West... that were little more than legal counterfeiting shops.””'* 
The solvency and stability of these institutions, essential to the early 
mobilization of men and materiel, were undermined after secession by 
the breaking of commercial ties with southern merchants, the suspension 
of specie payments in December 1861, and a dependence by the northern 
financial system on southern state debt as backing for bank currency.'* 


10. The common definition of “specie” is money in coin, particularly minted in precious 
metals. In conformance with nineteenth-century practice, the term specifically referred 
to gold coin or bullion of precise value. In this chapter “gold” and “specie” will be 
used interchangeably. 

11. Irwin Unger, The Greenback Era: A Social and Political History of American Finance, 
1865—1879 (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1964), pp. 17-19. With the 
exception of those located in New Orleans, the southern institutions upon which the 
Confederacy was forced to depend “were the worst of the [antebellum] note-issuing 
banks.” A. Barton Hepburn, A History of Currency in the United States (New York: 
Macmillan, 1915), p. 3115 the New Orleans banks were the last southern institutions 
to suspend specie payments. Hunt's January 1861, pp. 76-7; for a general review of 
antebellum banking conditions, see Bray Hammond, Banks and Politics in America 
from the Revolution to the Civil War (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 
1957), particularly pp. 671-717; and George Rogers Taylor, The Transportation 
Revolution, 1815-1860 (New York: Harper & Row, 1951), pp. 311-51. 

12. See, for example, a report issued by the State Bank Controller of Wisconsin, dated 
October 1, 1860, which itemizes state bonds held as reserves for currency issued by 
banks in that state. Over 65 percent of the total value of these bonds (valued at par) 
had been issued by Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Missouri, North Carolina, Ten- 
nessee, and Virginia. With the onset of secession, the bonds of all these states began 
to sell at a deep discount and thus threatened to bankrupt the banking structure. 
Hunt's, January 1861, pp. 76, 94~5; Charles Warren cites estimates that “the in- 
debtedness of the South to the North in 1861 was...$300,000,000, of which 
$159,000,000 was due to New York, $24,100,000 to Philadelphia, $19,000,000 to 
Baltimore, and $7,600,000 to Boston....In 1861, 913 mercantile houses in New 
York at the beginning of the war only 16 were solvent at the end of the first year.” 
(Bankruptcy in United States History (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 
1935], p. 97). See New York Times, April 1, 8, May 23-24, June 6, 1861; for a brief 
review of the crisis, see William Gerald Shade, Banks or No Banks: The Money Issue 
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As a source of ready capital or as a network for the marketing of war 
bonds, the financial system on which the Union was forced to depend 
was still the product of commercial exchange in an agrarian economy 
tributary to foreign markets. Aggravating an already bad situation, the 
subtreasury system established in 1846 sharply limited the range of rev- 
enue alternatives open to the Treasury and made government transactions 
awkward and cumbersome (if not destabilizing to the financial system 
itself)."? 

Excluding outright confiscation or expropriation, the Union could con- 
sider only three methods of funding transactions between the government 
and the economy: taxation, increasing the debt, and inflating the cur- 
rency. Because the expansion of revenue through taxation required an 
administrative apparatus that did not yet exist and because the govern- 
ment was reluctant to abandon specie redemption of its currency, the 
Union relied on new issues of debt at the beginning of the war."* From 
the very beginning, New York banks and financial agents played the 
major role in distributing Treasury bonds.'* The earliest of the massive 
operations that characterized the war years came in the fall of 1861 when 
the Treasury negotiated a $150 million loan with a syndicate comprising 
New York, Boston, and Philadelphia banks (see Table 4.1). This offering 
was apportioned between these three cities according to their capacity 
to absorb the issue without endangering the stability of financial markets 


in Western Politics, 1832-1865 (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1972), 
PP. 224-5. 

13. Myers, New York Money Market, pp. 182~93; Hammond, Sovereignty and an Empty 
Purse, pp. 18-24; Hepburn, History of Currency, p. 203. Viewed from the perspective 
of finance capital, the imposition of the subtreasury system was only one event in a 
long chain of incidents arising out of interior mistrust of capital concentration. As 
the Commercial and Financial Chronicle put it: “Very soon after the first organization 
of banking institutions in this country, a jealousy sprung up against centralization, 
which effectually prevented the growth of very large insticutions, while it stimulated 
the creation of small banks all over the country. These two opposing forces — the 
tendency to concentrate the money power on the one hand, and on the other the 
tendency to disperse and diffuse that power — have continued in operation with various 
results during the last century.” December 16, 1876, p. 583. 

14. Timberlake, Origins of Central Banking, p. 85; Esther Rogoff Taus, Central Banking 
Functions of the United States Treasury, 1789-1941 (New York: Columbia University 
Press, 1943), pp. 57-61. 

15. Negotiations with New York bankers sometimes placed the Treasury in a demeaning 
position. For example, before the banks rescued an otherwise failing loan offering in 
December 1860, they compelled the government to dedicate part of the proceeds to 
the payment (in gold) of the January 1861 interest on the entire national debt. 
Oberholtzer, Jay Cooke, vol. 1, pp. 125-6; 1861 American Annual Cyclopaedia (New 
York: D. Appleton, 1873), pp. 60-8. For other examples of the influence of the 
financial community on Union war policies, see A. Howard Meneely, The War De- 
partment, 1861: A Study in Mobilization and Administration (New York: Columbia 
University Press, 1928), pp. 160, 198, 232, 256, 355- 


Table 4.1. Apportionment of U.S. debt securities: Selected issues, 1862-8 


Three-year 7.3% 


Securities issued” 


Five/ewenty gold bonds Ten/forty gold bonds 


Broker and/or 7.3% gold bonds gold bonds Mar. 3, 1865— Oct. 1, 1867— 
location Aug.~Dec. 1861 Nov, 10, 1862 Dec. 1, 1868 Jan. 21,1868 Total for all four issues 

Jay Cooke and Co. NA. $1,073,609 ( 7.9%) $87,624,850 (26.0%) $45,000 ( .6%) $88,743,450 (17.6%) 
New York City (6,727,850) (6,727,850) 
Philadelphia (13,381,750) (13,381,750) 
Washington, D.C. (1,073,600) (853,600) (45,000) (1,972,200) 
Not specified (66,661,650) (66,661,650) 
Purchasers in major 
financial centers” 
New York City $102,056,835 (70.0%) $11,154,150 (81.9%) $200,327,250 (59.5%) $6,586,950 (88.5%) $320,125,185 (63.6%) 
Boston 29,159,095 (20.0%) 341,000 ( 2.5%) 14,431,810 { 4.3%) 103,000 ( 1.4%) 44,034,905 ( 8.7%) 
Philadelphia 14,579,548 (10.0%) 801,350 ( 5.9%) 15,531,700 { 4.6%) 200,000 ( 2.7%) 34,112,598 | 6.2%) 
Washington, D.C. ° 198,100 (1.5%) 10,832,750 | 3.2%) 270,000 ( 3.6%) 11,300,850 { 2.2%) 
Baltimore ° ° 1,652,000 { 5%) 5,000 ( .1%) 1,657,000 ( .3%) 
Purchasers in selected 
regions’ 
Eastern scaboard 

(N.Y., Mass., Pa.) ° $40,000 (3%) $3,342,450 | 1.0%) $27,400 ( $3,409,850 ( 7%) 
Remainder of East 

and Ohio ° 5,250 ( 0%) 1,501,750 ( 4%) 39,000 ( .5%) 1,546,000 { .3%) 
Free-state West ° ° 1,052,100 [ 3%) 21,500 (3%) 1,073,600 ( .2%) 
South and border ° ° 274,900 [ .1%) 148,000 ( 2.0%) 422,900 (1%) 
Purchasers located — $145,795,478 $13,613,450 $336,571,560 $7,445,850 $503,426,338 
(as proportion of (100.0%) (100.0%) (89.2%) (91.5%) (92.4%) 


total sales) 


“Compiled from data in Hunt's Merchants’ Magazine and Commercial Review, September 1861, pp. 330-1, and March 1862, pp. 308-9; “Schedule 
of Bids...” Exec. Doc. t: House of Representatives: 37th Cong., 3rd Sess., Ser. Rec. 1149 (Government Printing Office [GPO], 1863); “Purchase of 
Government Securities” Exec. Doc. 52: House of Representatives: 39th Cong,, 2nd Sess., Ser. Rec. 1290 (GPO, 1867); “Bonds,” Exec. Doc. 34: House 
of Representatives: goth Cong,, and Sess., Ser. Rec. 1330 (GPO, 1868); “United States Bonds,” Exec. Doc. 26: House of Represent: oth Cong., 
3rd Sess., Ser. Rec. 1372 (GPO, 1869); “Ten-Forty Bonds,” Exec. Doc. 128: House of Representatives: goth Cong., and Sess., Ser. Rec. 1337 (GPO, 
1868). 

Not including the above. 


Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.ora/core, Jerry Falwell Library, Liberty University, on 12 Mar 2021 at 16:47:36, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at 
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://dol.org/10.1017/CBO9780511527999,005 


Gold, greenbacks, the political economy of finance capital 247 


or the institutions themselves. New York banks took 70 percent of the 
issue.*® 

When the Treasury offered similar three-year, 7.3 percent bonds in the 
fall of 1862, New York again led the way although, by this time, brokers 
and private bankers had replaced the larger state-chartered institutions 
as participants from the financial community. Less than 20 percent of 
the loan went to individuals or firms outside New York and almost half 
this remainder went to one broker, Jay Cooke and Company. Cooke’s 
personal connections with leading figures in the Republican party, com- 
bined with the clear reluctance of the New York financial community to 
undertake the development of a national distribution network for bonds, 
allowed his firm to enter into a special relationship with the Treasury.'” 
Although not directly attributed to the firm in Table 4.1, much of the 
marketing activity outside of New York (particularly in Philadelphia and 
Washington) and a good portion of that otherwise ascribed to the city 
was, in fact, coordinated by Cooke as a consequence of these political 
connections and alliances with other bankers.'* While active throughout 
the war, the firm’s largest roles came at the end.*” 

As the war continued, the Union abandoned specie redemption of the 
currency, issued the legal tender notes known as greenbacks, and estab- 
lished a vast internal revenue system. These steps, along with the creation 


16. Don C. Barrett, Greenbacks and Resumption of Specie Payments, 1862-1879 (Cam- 
bridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1931), pp. 7-12; Hammond, Sovereignty 
and an Empty Purse, pp. 73-105; Oberholtzer, Jay Cooke, vol. 1, pp. 149-§23 Chron- 
icle, November 11, 1876, pp. 461-2. 

17. The Cooke firm was formed in Philadelphia in January, 1861 and, beginning with a 
$3 million offering for the state of Pennsylvania in June, rapidly came to specialize 
in government securities, particularly new issues. The Cooke firm's close connections 
to the Treasury originated in Ohio state politics. Jay Cooke's father had served in 
the U.S. House of Representatives and his brother, Henry D. Cooke, had developed 
close ties to Secretary Chase and Senator John Sherman while a newspaper editor in 
Columbus. Henrietta Larson, Jay Cooke (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University 
Press, 1936), p. 103. 

18, Inhis role as general subscription agent, Cooke helped found the First National Banks 
of Philadelphia and Washington (the latter with his brother, Henry) and the Fourth 
National Bank of New York. In addition to these closely affiliated institutions, 
Cooke’s allies in his marketing operations included Fisk and Hatch, Livermore, Clews 
and Company, and Vermilye and Company in New York City and Spencer, Vila and 
Company in Boston. Oberholtzer, Jay Cooke, vol. 1, pp. 92-4, 101-2, 234, 340- 
50, S512. 

1g. Albert S. Bolles, Financial History of the United States from 1861 to 1885 (New 
York: D. Appleton, 1894; reprinted by Augustus M. Kelley, 1969), pp. 127-8. The 
loan offerings shown in Table 4.1 constituted a substantial portion of all loans offered 
during and after the war but cannot be considered entirely representative of Treasury 
activity. In addition, the Treasury did not list the residence of many purchasers in 
its reports on the 5/20 and 10/40 loans and, while every effort was made to locate 
these purchasers in city directories, financial almanacs, and other commercial pub- 
lications, approximately ro percent of the total offerings could not be located. 
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of the national bank system, greatly strengthened the federal govern- 
ment’s participation in the financial system and commercial life generally. 
This intervention was accompanied by a substantial abandonment of the 
subtreasury system, which had previously required that all government 
transactions with the private economy be conducted in cash. By allowing 
the government to maintain credit balances with private institutions, 
abandonment of the subtreasury system promoted the coordination and 
integration of the financial operations of the national government with 
the banking system and capital markets. In 1861, for example, legislation 
authorizing a new bond issue allowed the Treasury to leave the proceeds 
on deposit with purchasing banks. Subsequently, national banks were 
permitted under an 1864 revision of the National Bank Act to serve as 
public depositories for all federal funds except customs receipts. These 
acts established government accounts in private banking institutions and 
significantly relaxed the constraints under which the Treasury previously 
entered financial markets. Abandonment of the gold standard and the 
issue of legal tender notes similarly released the Treasury from an obli- 
gation to restrict market transactions to specie and thus eliminated, for 
the most part, the previously onerous responsibility to transfer gold bul- 
lion from place to place in order to make or receive payments. Subsequent 
authority to issue “gold notes,” backed by Treasury reserves, made specie 
transactions even easier. While many problems remained, these reforms 
brought the Treasury into a much closer relationship to money and capital 
markets.*° 

At the same time the Treasury was assuming a larger and more substan- 
tial role in the economy, the Civil War was hastening the development of 
capital markets and a strong financier class. In the first instance, financial 
insecurity engendered by the crisis detached American investment from 
European, particularly British, financing. In 1860, for example, the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury estimated foreign investment in the United States 
at some $400 million dollars.*' Between 1860 and 1863, concern over 
the Civil War not only dried up European interest in new securities but 
also brought on the repatriation of about $200 million of the previous 
total (the rough equivalent of net foreign investment between 1850 and 
1860). As David Wells, Special Commissioner of Revenue, reported to 
the House of Representatives, “The distrust felt by nearly all foreigners 
in the future of the United States was so great that the larger portion of 
American securities — national, State, and corporate — held in foreign 


20. Myers, New York Money Market, pp. 352-3. 

21. Ibid., pp. 36-425 on European hostility to Union debt issues during the Civil War, 
see pp. 288-90. Also see Bolles, Financial History, pp. 327-8; Oberholtzer, Jay 
Cooke, vol. 1, p. 169. 


Gold, greenbacks, the political economy of finance capital 249 


countries, were returned for sale at almost any sacrifice; and to such an 
extent was this the case that the country in 1863 may be said to have 
exhibited a clean national ledger in respect to foreign indebtedness.”** 

The withdrawal of European investment strongly encouraged domestic 
capital accumulation and the emergence of a distinctly American class 
of financiers. Between 1864 and 1870, for example, the number of New 
York City bankers and brokers increased more than tenfold (from 167 
to 1,800), while bank clearings in the New York Clearing House more 
than trebled between 1860 and the end of the war.*? The New York 
Stock Exchange (NYSE) constructed its own building in 1863 and more 
than tripled membership fees (from $3,000 to $10,000) between 1862 
and 1866. For the first time, specialists in individual stocks, trading on 
their own account, appeared. The exchange itself admitted only a few 
new members and trading activity spilled over into less organized markets 
outside the NYSE.** All of these developments were the result of the 
great expansion of domestic trading and the financial insecurity that 
accompanied Treasury bond issues whose worth fluctuated in tandem 
with the changing political fortunes of the government. 

While the repatriation of American securities and domestic financing 
of Union bonds strengthened domestic capital markets, the development 
of the financial system was further enhanced by the abandonment of the 
gold standard and the insulating effect a paper monetary unit had upon 
the nation’s sensitivity to foreign economic conditions. The suspension 
of specie redemption was not the result of conscious policy decisions but, 
rather, inadvertently followed the government’s first major entry into the 
bond market.*’ In the fall and winter of 1861, the nation’s largest banks 
lent money to the government by buying bonds with gold. These pay- 
ments rapidly depleted bank reserves while government expenditures 
widely distributed this gold among the public. When much of this gold 
was hoarded and did not return to the banking system, the banks and 


22. Quoted in Carosso, Morgans, p. 98. Butalso see, Harry H. Pierce, “Foreign Investment 
in American Enterprise,” in David T. Gilchrist and W. David Lewis, eds., Economic 
Change in the Civil War Era (Greenville, Del.: Eleutherian Mills—Hagley Foundation, 
1965), Pp. 51-2. 

23. Dolores Greenberg, Financiers and Railroads, 1869-1889 (East Brunswick, N. 
Associated University Presses, 1980), p. 27; History of the New York Stock Exchang 
(New York: Financier Company, 1887; reprinted by Arno Press, 1975), p. 120. 

24. Ranald C. Michie, “The London and New York Stock Exchanges, 1850-1914,” 
Journal of Economic History 46 (Match 1986): 171-88; Francis L. Eames, The New 
York Stock Exchange (New York: Thomas G. Hall, 1894), pp. 42-57- 

25. For a contemporary account of suspension, see Hunt’s March 1862, pp. 308-9; for 
later treatments, see Myers, New York Money Market, pp. 193-9; Hammond, Sov- 
ereignty and an Empty Purse, pp. 150-9; and Timberlake, Origins of Central Bank- 
ing, p. 86. 


250 Yankee Leviathan 


the government were forced off the gold standard. Considering the huge 
demands placed on the antebellum financial system by the Union war 
effort and the repatriation of foreign investments, the North did quite 
well to stay on the standard as long as it did (until December 1861). A 
good portion of the credit, however, must go to a disastrous European 
harvest that produced a surge in grain exports from the United States 
and a subsequent importation of specie that temporarily countered the 
outflow of capital to Europe.** After suspension the United States de- 
pended on one kind of money, gold, in foreign exchange and on another, 
greenbacks, in domestic transactions. Since bank notes and deposits were 
the result of domestic transactions, bank reserves were held primarily in 
the form of legal tender notes (though specie was eligible also). As an 
explanation of how this paper monetary system insulated the American 
economy from foreign “shocks,” the following description published by 
the Commercial and Financial Chronicle is difficult to improve: 


our money market... continues to work easily and is exempt from 
spasms, in face of the heavy foreign exports of coin. Formerly when 
we were on a specie basis the banks were always sensitive to a heavy 
exportation of gold; it never failed to throw the money market into 
confusion, because it drained away from the banks the specie reserve 
on which they did business. If we were now on a specie basis we 
could scarcely escape monetary stringency under the present and 
prospective export of coin. Under our present system, however, legal 
tender notes are just as well adapted as specie for bank reserve; and 
as fast as the banks lose their specie they must replace it with an 
equal amount of greenbacks or clearing-house certificates. Hence... 
our existing monetary system affords a greater protection to the 
money market against disturbance from causes arising in the domain 
of our foreign exchanges.”” 


While a currency standard for the redemption of the notes of private 
banks substantially reduced the influence of foreign market conditions, 


26. Hunt's September 1861, p. 333; Hammond, Sovereignty and an Empty Purse, pp. 


-9. 

27. The Chronicle continued: “When we return to the solid, stable foundation of specie 
payments we may be able to contrive some method for perpetuating this advantage.” 
April 22, 1871, p. 486; for an carlier recognition of the impact of suspension, see 
May 26, 1866, p. 642; for more recent discussions, see Wallace E. Huffman and 
James R. Lothian, “The Gold Standard and the Transmission of Business Cycles, 
1833-1932,” Bordo and Schwartz, Retrospective on the Classical Gold Standard, 
PP. 455-507, especially, pp. 471—3; Lawrence H. Officer, “The Floating Dollar in 
the Greenback Period: A Test of Theories of Exchange Rate Determination,” Journal 
of Economic History 41 (September 1981): 629-35; Thomas D. Willett, “Interna- 
tional Specie Flows and American Monetary Stability, 1834-1860,” Journal of Eco- 
nomic History 28 (March 1968): 28-50. 


Gold, greenbacks, the political economy of finance capital 251 


greenbacks did little to reduce the annual threat to domestic financial 
stability posed by the harvest and spring planting movement of funds 
into the nation’s interior. These annual drains on bank reserves in New 
York remained the most important defect in the financial system. 

In addition to promoting the return of securities from Europe, the Civil 
War flooded financial markets with Union bonds and notes to such extent 
that government debt severely discouraged the issuance of new private 
stocks and bonds. While the Union was expanding the national debt from 
$65 million in 1860 to $2,678 million in 1866, for example, only $23 
million were added to the total capital stock of railroad companies in 
the United States. In 1865, the federal deficit amounted to roughly 30 
percent of the northern gross national product.** When the war ended, 
the federal government ceased to borrow new funds and began to buy 
back previously issued bonds and notes. 

By ending the government’s demands on credit markets, the postwar 
shift in Treasury policy both permitted and encouraged the transfer of 
accumulated capital from the government to the construction of railroads. 
During the four years immediately following the end of hostilities, for 
example, more than $500 million in new railroad and canal securities 
entered the market; an essential factor in the success of these offerings 
was the liquidation of state and federal debt.*® The ensuing railroad boom 
in the United States became part of a worldwide speculative mania and, 
along with the return of relative political stability, produced a vast ex- 
portation of both government and private securities to Europe.*° While 


28. U.S. Bureau of the Census, Historical Statistics of the United States, Colonial Times 
to 1957 (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1960), p. 711. The railroad 
figures are for 1860 and 1867, respectively. Carosso, Morgans, pp. 95-7. The deficit 
estimate is from Jeffrey G. Williamson, “Watersheds and Turning Points: Conjectures 
on the Long-Term Impact of Civil War Financing,” Journal of Economic History 
34 (September 1974): 643. On September 1, 1865, Union war debt peaked at 
$2,757,689,571, itemized in Bolles, Financial History, p. 306; on a per capita basis, 
the US. debt was ($59: 1870), not large when compared to Great Britain ($133: 
1868), Netherlands ($112: no date), France ($74: 1868); Greece ($50: no date), Spain 
($50: 1870). Hunt’s September 1870, p. 232. 

29. Approximately half of these were new stock issues; the remainder were bonds. Rail- 
roads took over 95 percent of the total value. For a detailed listing of the bonds, sce 
Hunt's, December 1869, pp. 431~43 for a more general discussion, see Williamson, 
“Watersheds,” pp. 644—51- It should be noted that the overwhelming presence of 
rail securities in capital markets reflected the railroads’ preeminence as corporate, 
industrial enterprises and was not due to their overall impact on the economy. 

30. Led by British investors, this speculative expansion came to span five continents, 
ranging from the Balkans, the Ottoman Empire, and Egypt to Turkey, India, Japan, 
Russia, and South America. Greenberg, Financiers and Railroads, pp. 38-40. For 
data on railroad investment as a percentage of U.S. gross national product, see Paul 
H, Cootner, “The Role of the Railroads in United States Economic Growth,” Journal 
of Economic History 23 (December 1963): 477-521. 
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estimates vary, European investments in American stocks and bonds 
probably increased by $500 million or more between 1866 and 1869.°" 

By the end of 1868, the United States had one mile of railroad for 
every 876 inhabitants, by far the greatest proportion of mileage to pop- 
ulation of any nation in the world.’* In building this system, the return 
of the European investor was important, but even more significant to the 
economic development of the United States was the largely new and 
controlling role of the American financier. The emergence of northeastern 
bankers as leading financial agents for railroads and for American eco- 
nomic development generally can be traced to their role in Treasury 
operations during the Civil War. Some houses, such as the firm of Jay 
Cooke and Company, arose out of the war itself.’ Others, like Drexel, 
Morgan (J. Pierpont Morgan’s vehicle) were either formed after Appo- 
mattox or less involved in the war effort but found their postwar position 
vastly enhanced by the conflict.** 

Thus the American Civil War promoted the development of an au- 
tonomous capital market by first, encouraging a repatriation of secu- 
tities from Europe and a subsequent domestic funding of the war effort; 
second, forcing the nation off of the gold standard and, in that way, 
insulating the financial system from the influence of foreign markets; and, 
last, abetting the emergence of a largely new class of financiers who, 
upon the withdrawal of the Treasury from the capital market in the 
postbellum period, moved easily into a dominant position in the coor- 
dination and financing of industrial expansion.** (The capital mobilizing 


31. Greenberg reports European investment in American securities as $350 million in 
1866 and $1 billion in 1869. Financiers and Railroads, p. 33; the Chronicle believed 
foreign investors increased their holdings of s/20 federal bonds alone by some $200 
million in the three years ending October 1867 (October 19, 1867, p. 485); at the 
end of 1866, Treasury Secretary McCulloch estimated European holdings at $600 
million or more in his Annual Report of the Secretary of the Treasury, 1866, p. 125 
also see, Oberholtzer, Jay Cooke, vol. 1, pp. 513-15. 

32. Hunt’s, May 1869, p. 339. 

33. Greenberg, Financiers and Railroads, pp. 13-14. As a group, for example, the sev- 
enteen most important firms in postwar railroad financing had previously marketed 
over 44 percent of the 5/20 bond offering analyzed in Table 4.1. This percentag 
based on Greenberg’s list of firms and the raw data on bond participation used in 
constructing the table. 

34. Relying on his father’s connections, J. Pierpont Morgan started his own firm in New 
York City between April and July 1861; formed a new partnership (Dabney, Morgan) 
in November 1864, which he re-formed, in an alliance with a major Philadelphia 
house, as Drexel, Morgan in 1871; and, finally, absorbed his father’s London firm 
in 1890. While but a single, albeit prominent instance of a larger phenomenon, the 
history of che two Morgan houses graphically illustrates the incremental transfer of 
financial power and influence from Britain to the United States in the late nineteenth 
century. Carosso, Morgans, pp. 90, 107, 276-7 and passim. 

35. Richard E. Sylla also suggests that government bonds indirectly helped link industrial 
suppliers of Union war material to private capital markets. The American Capital 
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and concentrating impact of the newly created national bank system, 
discussed below, could be added to this list.) All of these factors accel- 
erated a process that would have unfolded without the war. For exam- 
ple, other, more constant elements in national money market develop- 
ment were the expanding railroad and telegraph networks that allowed 
emerging corporate structures to exploit broader market opportuni- 
ties and brought distant regions into close contact with and reliance 
upon New York markets.’* If anything, the requirements of the Union 
war mobilization retarded the expansion of these commercially im- 
portant networks. The war effort also held up expansion of the 
United States economy between 1861 and 1865. A more rapidly expand- 
ing economy, through sheer size and increasing maturity, would have 
reduced the influence of British capital even sooner had the war not 
occurred, 

Within the American political economy, the Civil War encouraged New 
York’s increasing preeminence as the financial and commercial center of 
the nation. The war, for example, appears to have encouraged the transfer 
of border-state wealth to the city (as a secure haven for funds that oth- 
erwise would have been at risk because of military operations).’” Both 
the course of Treasury operations (for example, the department’s reliance 
on New York agents in marketing new bond issues) and the city’s role 
as the primary holder of the country’s bank reserves certainly served to 
centralize the national financial system and further reinforced New York’s 
position. These aspects of government intervention, however, followed 
the antebellum pattern of economic capacity and were not the product 
of a conscious attempt to accentuate the city’s position. To the contrary, 
the Treasury’s reliance on Jay Cooke and Company, as opposed to orig- 
inally larger New York houses, could be interpreted as an attempt to 
develop a competitive alternative to New York markets. On the whole, 
then, New York did not owe its position to war-related government 
activity, but the conflict certainly reinforced the city’s importance within 
the financial system. Government policy tended to suppress the emergence 


Market, 1846-1914, unpublished doctoral dissertation, Harvard University, 1968, 
pp. 208-9; cited in Glenn Porter and Harold C. Livesay, Merchants and Manufac~ 
turers: Studies in the Changing Structure of Nineteenth-Century Marketing (Balti- 
more: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1971), p. 126. 

36. The Atlantic cable was first laid in 1858 but broke after only a couple of months. 
Laid again in 1866, the cable subsequently became an increasingly important link 
berween the New York and London markets. Richard B. DuBoff, “Business Demand 
and the Development of the Telegraph in the United States, 1844-1860,” Business 
History Review $4 (Winter 1980): 459-79; Lawrence H. Officer, “Integration in the 
American Foreign Exchange Market, 1791-1900,” Journal of Economic History 45 
(September 1985): 559-60. 

37. See, for example, Myers, New York Money Market, p. 111. 
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of other financial centers by recognizing New York City’s primacy in the 
organization of the national bank system and restricting Treasury funding 
operations to New York money markets. 


The financial system during Reconstruction 


During the years following the Civil War, the financial system was made 
up of several interconnected processes and institutions associated with 
capital mobilization and investment, government fiscal operations, and 
the movement of foreign trade. Certain government policies were cru- 
cially important to the smooth functioning of the major markets and 
institutions of the postwar financial system. The tight organization of 
the system in which all of these separate parts were embedded made 
change in any one mechanism affect operations in many other markets 
and institutions. Thus, policy choices and institutional performance must 
be evaluated in terms of the entire system, including the possibility that 
restructuring in one area might preclude change in another. In addition 
to indicating the defects and possible reorganizations of the postwar 
financial system, the following analytical description also provides the 
criteria that establish the administrative incompetence of the postwar 
Treasury in its open-market operations.’* Recognition of this incompe- 
tence was the primary cause of the financial community’s hostility to 
central state participation in the financial system and strengthened the 
community’s support for resumption of the gold standard. In turn, these 
changes in attitudes led the financial community to oppose radical re- 
construction of the southern political economy. 

In the years between the end of the Civil War and resumption of specie 
payments in 1879, the financial system can best be summarized with 
reference to four major types of financial exchange: 


38. In laying out the operating requirements of the financial system, markets and insti- 
tutions will be described as an integrated system in which the availability of gold in 
the marketplace, the flow of greenbacks in the economy, and the size of Treasury 
reserves were closely monitored factors influencing financial stability. For example, 
one of the operating requirements of the financial system was the actual presence of 
greenbacks in New York City bank vaults so that the redemption of bank notes and 
deposits could proceed normally. This focus will avoid some of the interpretive 
problems that might arise from approaching the post—Civil War financial system as 
the material expression of abstract economic philosophy and theories. Using this 
approach, three aspects of the interests of finance capitalists within this system will 
be empirically addressed: (1) their understanding of their position within the national 
political economy; (2) their policy choices as the product of rational assessment of 
available options with varying time-horizons and risks; and (3) their recognition of 
the interdependence between operating stability in different portions of the financial 
system. 
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1. The gold market (involving the exchange of specie for government 
bonds, bond coupons, greenbacks, customs duties, and foreign ex- 
change); 

2. the bond market (involving, primarily, the exchange of government 
bonds for either gold or greenbacks); 

3. the currency market (involving, primarily, the movement of green- 
backs between the Treasury and the private economy, but also in- 
cluding bank reserves); and 

4. the structure and movement of bank reserves (involving, primarily, 
the pyramidal concentration of country bank reserves in New York, 
the currency movements associated with the harvest cycle, and the 
“call loan” connection between New York banks and the stock 
market). 


These will be discussed in turn and, in each case, their particular types 
of exchange and institutions will be related to the remainder of the 
financial system. Almost all of the transactions that were important to 
the determination of market conditions and financial stability took place 
in New York City. 


The gold market 


Soon after the banks and the government suspended specie payments, 
paper currency began to trade at a discount against gold. By January 
1862, the gold-currency transactions that turned on this discount began 
to constitute a significant portion of the business of those Wall Street 
brokers who dealt in foreign exchange. Largely indifferent, if not hostile, 
to trading in gold, the New York Stock Exchange provided no facilities 
for gold-currency operations and, in fact, legislated against the activity 
in its own trading rooms. So the dealers found temporary refuge in a 
restaurant (‘‘Gilpin’s News Room” by one account). They carried on 
their business there until October 1864, when the New York Gold Ex- 
change, complete with bylaws and trading pit, was organized.” Gold 
certificates issued by the Bank of New York both provided the basis for 
trading and served, because access to them required the payment of a 
$1,000 annual fee and a deposit of gold with the bank, as a qualification 
for membership on the exchange. In late 1865, the Treasury began to 
issue its own gold certificates and thus broke down the bank’s practical 
monopoly on entry into trading. In 1870 a prominent financial publi- 


39. Eames, New York Stock Exchange, p. 45; Horace White, Money and Banking (Bos- 
ton: Ginn, 1896), pp. 174-86. 
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‘The gold exchange and the American financial system, 1862~79. This figure simplifies the 
transactions and institutional relationships that related the gold exchange and the remainder 
of the financial system. In many of these transactions, for example, national bank notes 
were substituted for greenbacks and, on rare occasions, the Treasury bought (as opposed 
to sold) gold on the exchange. Imports commonly included capital investment as well as 
goods. Gold transferred to bondholders paid interest on the national debt. 


cation claimed gold dealers should be well satisfied with their accom- 
modations.*° 

The most important function of the gold exchange in the financial 
system was to translate paper dollars into foreign currencies (see Figure 
4.1). Because of the dominant position of Britain both in the operation 
of the international gold standard and in the foreign trade of the United 
States, the gold exchange, for all practical purposes, changed greenbacks 
into British sterling. The two most important factors in determining the 
value of the greenback were the position of the United States in the world 
economy and the financial stability of the U.S. government. For example, 
under the international gold standard, American trade deficits were offset 


40. Noting that the “Gold Exchange Bank [affiliated with the Gold Exchange] makes 
their clearings, to an enormous daily aggregate, with the use of very little bona fide 
capital” and that “the Treasury, without charge keeps their cumbersome gold coin 
in its vaults, giving them paper notes for $1,000 oF $5,000 or $10,000, in a convenient 
form for rapid, safe and easy transmission from hand to hand,” Hunt’s Merchant's 
Magazine went on to assert that “‘no business in New York is so thoroughly provided 
with facilities for economy and efficiency as that of gold speculators.” September 
1870, p. 185; October 1870, p. 270. 
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by an export of gold which, in turn, pushed the value of the greenback 
down relative to the British sterling. Trade surpluses had the opposite 
effect.*" Political events that impaired the credit of the United States 
government, such as military defeats or proposals to inflate the currency, 
also could drive the greenback down. On the other hand, battlefield 
victories and Treasury policies that contracted the currency or reduced 
the national debt tended to raise the gold price of the dollar. 

Thus the market price of gold marked, in reality, the greenback’s value 
against British sterling and measured, at least under normal conditions, 
the present and expected future flows of capital and goods between the 
United States and the remainder of the world economy. These flows, in 
turn, were influenced by both economic and political factors that made 
the gold exchange a highly unpredictable and unstable market. As a 
consequence, much of the trading in gold can be traced to the hedging 
operations of import/export houses (in order to protect them from 
changes in foreign currency rates between the sale or purchase of goods 
and their delivery).** 

A distinctly secondary function of the exchange was to provide import 
houses with the coin necessary to pay tariff duties. The legislation au- 
thorizing the issuance of legal tender notes required that all duties be 
paid in specie and thus established a mechanism by which the Treasury 
came by the coin necessary for interest payments on the national debt.*? 
Gold used to pay customs moved through the New York Customs House 
to the New York subtreasury (duties, of course, were also paid at other 
ports in the United States but New York’s preeminence must be empha- 
sized).** The tariff yielded a supply of gold more than adequate for the 


4t. Because the United States economy experienced a trade deficit in goods in most years, 
the export of private and government securities (conversely, the importation of foreign 
capital) was an important factor in balancing imports and exports and, thus, in 
maintaining domestic specie holdings. For a general treatment of the role of gold in 
foreign exchange, see Myers, New York Money Market, pp. 338-50; for examples 
of the potential impact of capital imports on specie flows, see Hunt’s, January 1870, 
p. 2, and August 1870, pp. 155-7. 

42. Milton Freidman and Anna Jacobson Schwartz, A Monetary History of the United 
States, 1867-1960 (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1963), pp. 26, 58, 
61; Unger, Greenback Era, pp. 152—3. Richard Roll argues that both the gold and 
bond markets in the postwar era were relatively efficient, even by modern standards, 
and, by matching up bond prices with major military engagements, demonstrates the 
markets’ sensitivity to political events, “Interest Rates and Price Expectations during 
the Civil War,” Journal of Economic History 32 (June 1972): 476-98. 

43. Hunt’s, April 1862, p. 403; for the text of the bill, see May 1862, pp. 477-9; also 
see, Friedman and Schwartz, A Monetary History, p. 27. 

44. In the 1866 fiscal year, for example, the New York Customs House collected 
$133,644,378, 74-4 percent of thenational total. “Receipts and Expenditures,” Exec. 
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redemption of bond coupons and, apparently, the Treasury rarely entered 
the market in order to buy additional coin for this purpose. 

The gold distributed throughout the private economy by interest pay- 
ments on Treasury debt ultimately found its way back to the exchange 
as it was changed back into greenbacks. The national banks, in particular, 
held more than one-quarter of all private and public debt by 1866 and, 
as a routine procedure, bought greenbacks with their gold dividends.** 
Because they traded at par with national bank notes, greenbacks were a 
much more convenient form in which the banks could hold their required 
vault reserves for both demand deposits and redemption of bank notes. 
Thus, gold dividends were exchanged for greenbacks in order to replenish 
these reserves. Another source of specie arriving on the exchange was 
the California gold fields. Since greenbacks did not circulate in the Pacific 
coast states, west coast bullion exports were exchanged directly for im- 
ported goods. 

With respect to its potential impact upon the remainder of the financial 
system, the gold exchange presented one major danger. Under a paper 
monetary standard, the only institutions with a potentially inelastic de- 
mand for gold were the import/export houses that required gold to com- 
plete their hedging contracts and foreign trade transactions, and to pay 
customs duties. As a consequence, relatively short-term interruptions in 
the regular supply of bullion through the exchange could bring foreign 
trade operations to a halt and seriously undermine the financial foun- 
dation of the import/export firms. Over the long term, several weeks or 
more, gold could be imported from abroad and was, thus, impossible to 
“corner” but over the short term concerted action by groups of specu- 
lators could tie up the supply of specie on the gold exchange and cause 
a panic as speculators and firms competed with one another for whatever 
bullion remained available. Because the United States was not on a specie 
standard in this period (1862-79), a panic on the gold exchange did not 
directly endanger bank reserves or, as a consequence, overall economic 
stability. As viewed by Hunt’s Merchants’ Magazine, “So long as our 
own currency is kept steady in volume, the speculations of cliques in the 
Gold Room cannot pierce very deeply to injure our sensitive commercial 
system.””** However, a corner could indirectly threaten other New York 
markets by leading gold speculators to liquidate their stock and bond 


Doc. 31 5 House of Representatives: goth Cong., 2nd Sess., Ser. Rec. 1346 (Wash- 
ington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1868). 

45. The estimate on debt holdings is taken from the Annual Report of the Comptroller 
of the Currency, 1866, reprinted in Hunt’s, December 1866, p. 467. 

46. February 1879, p. 98. 
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holdings in order to satisfy sour trades on the gold exchange. This liq- 
uidation of securities, in turn, could spread the panic to the stock market 
where a rapid fall in security prices would threaten banking reserves 
(discussed later in this chapter).*” 

One of the operating features of the financial system that made a 
temporary corner of the gold market possible was the continual flow of 
specie into the Treasury from the payment of customs. Since this flow 
was almost always in excess of the requirements of coupon redemption, 
Treasury vaults over time built up heavy gold balances and, as a con- 
sequence, specie was withdrawn from circulation in the rest of the econ- 
omy. Because of their potentially destabilizing impact on the gold 
exchange, these gold holdings compelled the government to actively in- 
tervene in the New York money markets in order to dispose of surplus 
bullion. Under normal conditions, the Treasury could select one of three 
ways to get rid of unneeded gold. First, the government could repurchase 
bonds in the open market before they matured or, if applicable, call them 
in for redemption and use surplus gold to pay for these securities. Second, 
the Treasury could pay upcoming interest in advance of coupon maturity 
(in effect accelerating future interest payments). Or, third, gold could be 
sold directly either by the solicitation of bids or, using private brokers 
as intermediaries, on the exchange itself.‘* Although the Treasury used 
all three at one time or another, the direct sale of gold was usually relied 
upon because this method most effectively addressed the problem. 

These direct sales withdrew currency from circulation because green- 
backs were taken into the Treasury as specie was sold. This withdrawal 
of currency posed a potential threat to bank reserves, which were held 
mainly in greenbacks. The Treasury, therefore, was usually compelled to 
simultaneously pay out greenbacks by purchasing government bonds. 
The net impact of these two market interventions was to sell gold for 
bonds (see Figure 4.2). Under some administrations (notably Mc- 
Culloch’s), the Treasury might intervene in the gold exchange in an 
attempt to stabilize price levels during periods of extraordinary market 


47. The most prominent gold “panic” occurred between September 21 and 27, 1869 
when Jim Fisk and Jay Gould succeeded in cornering the market. Hunt’s Merchants’ 
Magazine, October 1869, pp. 312-15; also see November 1869, pp. 342-4, 346-8; 
for more recent accounts of the crisis and the Treasury intervention that broke the 
back of the corner, see Barrett, Greenbacks and Resumption, pp. 88-94, and Unger, 
Greenback Era, pp. 169-70. 

48. Myers, New York Money Market, pp. 354~5, 361-2; Barrett, Greenbacks and Re- 
sumption, p. 87; Unger, Greenback Era, p. 164; for contemporary discussion of 
Treasury activity, see the Annual Report of the Secretary of the Treasury, 1865 
reprinted in Hunt's, January 1866, p. 76, and October 1865, p. 313. 
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Figure 4.2 
Treasury bond purchases and sales of gold and greenbacks, 1862~79. The net result of 
these Treasury operations was to sell gold for bonds and gradually to decrease the national 
debt. This figure focuses on the bond market's relationship to the US. Treasury and does 
not include many other transactions, such as those involving Treasury refunding operations 
‘or foreign investment in bonds. 


instability but, for the most part, gold disposal was a routine, predictable 
feature of the financial system.*” 

While it is important to remember that other ports in the United States 
had their own markets, it was the New York Gold Exchange that set 
prices throughout the country and linked the American financial system 
to the outside world economy. For that and other reasons, this discussion 
has focused on the circulation of gold within New York City. As such 
it is necessarily incomplete but will provide enough information to sup- 
port a theoretical description of the broadly conceived arrangements and 
policies that were necessary to the stability of the financial system. 


The bond market 


The market in government bonds was an essential part of the American 
financial system for several reasons. In the first place, the federal debt 
represented a large portion of all investment in the economy and played 


49. On McCulloch's policy, see Taus, Central Banking Functions, pp. 65—6; Oberholtzer, 
Jay Cooke, vol. 1, pp. 400-6. 
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a major role as backing for currency circulated by the national bank 
system, as well as for savings deposits and potential liabilities on policies 
issued by insurance companies. In 1875, for example, 63 percent of the 
value of all investments made by New York City national banks was 
represented by their holdings in federal bonds.*° Stability in the bond 
market tended to secure the foundations upon which these financial in- 
stitutions rested and rendered an otherwise chaotic economic environ- 
ment a little more stable. 

Even more important, bond transactions were the primary means by 
which the Treasury could moderate cyclical stringency in the money 
market caused by the fall and spring movement of funds and by inelas- 
ticity in the supply of currency.** Because government revenue was chron- 
ically larger than expenditure, the Treasury was constantly under pressure 
to release both gold (from customs) and greenbacks (from internal rev- 
enue taxes) back into the economy. The huge war debt and an active 
bond market combined to make both this disposal of specie and market 
stabilization possible. The gradual, net effect of Treasury intervention in 
the bond market was thus the slow retirement of the national debt.** 

Treasury disposal of excess gold and greenbacks and counterseasonal 
purchasing of securities were the most important and regular features of 
the bond market’s relationship to the remainder of the financial system. 
Bonds purchased by the Treasury were drawn from institutional and 
individual investors in the larger economy (see Figure 4.2) and, while 
market conditions sometimes determined how large Treasury interven- 


50. Calculated from data contained in the Chronicle, October 21, 1876, p. 392. 

51. See, for example, Hunt's description of Treasury Secretary Boutwell’s countercyclical 
greenback operations in July 1869, p. 45, and May 1870, p. 376. In order to moderate 
seasonal cyclicality, the government also moved the date for the payment of annual 
taxes from September, when money was tight, to July, when money was usually easy. 
As revenue from the personal and corporate income taxes alone came to $40 million 
(in 1869), this shift had a major impact on bank reserves and market conditions. 
Hunt's, August 1869, pp. 143~4. 

52. For an account of Treasury operations and a discussion of the impact of countersea- 
sonal bond purchases, see Timberlake, Origins of Central Banking, pp. 100-1; Taus, 
Central Banking Functions, pp. 67-8; Myers, New York Money Market, pp. 355~ 
8; for contemporary comment and approval, see Hunt's August 1869, p. 143~4, 153— 
45 174-6. Hunt’s approval was clearly conditional: “Great anxiety prevails in Wall 
Street to learn what will really be done, as our hopes of an easy money market and 
of a good fall trade depend largely on the course the Treasury may adopt in this 
matter; for, however much we may regret the fact, a fact it undoubtedly is, that the 
money market is under the control of the Treasury, and works easy or tight just as 
[Secretary] Boutwell locks up currency or pours it out from his vaults” (p. 175). For 
a discussion of bond purchases between May 12. and October 13 the easy and tight 
periods of the year in the money market, respectively — see November 1869, pp. 344— 
5. For criticism lodged against Secretary McCulloch’s administration because he failed 
to anticipate seasonal market conditions in his operations, see Chronicle, September 
2, 1871, p. 2953 also, October 5, 1867, p. 4133 Bolles, Financial History, p. 278. 
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‘The circulation of greenbacks in the American financial system, 1862~79. This figure is 
restricted to domestic transactions, does not describe the seasonal movement between New 
York City and the interior, and omits the pyramidal structure of bank reserves. 


tion would be, government securities were always readily available on 
the stock exchange. With respect to the bond market’s role in the smooth 
functioning of the financial system, the only operating requirement was 
that the budget of the U.S. government exhibit a fairly substantial and 
consistent surplus. Such a surplus allowed the Treasury to retire bonds 
in a gradually improving market because the debt itself was continually 
decreasing in size. Only under these conditions could bond purchases 
constitute a readily available tool for Treasury intervention in the money 
market. 


The greenback market 


Unlike gold and government bonds, greenbacks did not have their own 
central market during the post—Civil War period because no single ex- 
change was the focus of purchases and pricing for paper currency. As a 
consequence, any attempt to sketch the circulation of greenbacks through 
the financial system must repeat some aspects of the markets already 
discussed (see Figure 4.3). 

The familiar features of greenback circulation include the continual 
collection of legal tender notes into the Treasury through the operation 
of the Internal Revenue system and the disposal of specie on the Gold 
Exchange, the subsequent purchase of government bonds on the stock 
exchange (by which means Treasury greenbacks were returned to cir- 
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culation), and purchases of foreign exchange through which importers 
and exporters came by the coin used in foreign trade transactions and 
customs duties. A close analysis of greenback circulation, however, in- 
troduces two new elements into our description of the financial system. 
In the first instance, greenbacks served a vital role in the movement of 
goods between the major ports and the nation’s interior. This function 
in the domestic economy paralleled that of gold in international trade 
and underscored the importance of the markets and institutions that 
“translated” foreign exchange into greenbacks and vice versa. The move- 
ment of greenbacks between the nation’s financial centers, particularly 
New York City, and the interior followed a seasonal rhythm connected 
to agricultural harvests and planting. 

The second new element introduced in Figure 4.3 involves the “call 
loans” made by national banks to stockbrokers and investors in return 
for collateral deposits of stocks and bonds. In this relationship of the 
banks to the stock exchange could be found the only market in which 
greenbacks could be considered a commodity. When the national bank 
system was established, the banks were permitted to circulate govern- 
ment-printed notes secured by deposits of government bonds in the Trea- 
sury. These national bank notes were redeemable in greenbacks upon 
demand and were equivalent to legal tender in satisfaction of interbank 
or government-bank obligations. While greenbacks were a theoretically 
superior currency (in that they were legal tender in a wider range of 
transactions), greenbacks and bank notes were normally interchangeable 
and no distinction was made between them (for example, the term “green- 
backs” has been allowed to stand for national bank notes in the figures 
accompanying this discussion). But in one very important respect they 
were not equal: greenbacks, because they could redeem bank notes but 
not vice versa, could satisfy the legal reserve requirements of the national 
banks.*’ Thus, when greenbacks were used to make deposits in the banks, 
reserves automatically increased. On the other hand, when bank notes 
were deposited by customers in otherwise exactly similar transactions, 
bank reserves were decreased relative to the legal requirement. Most of 


53. By law, national banks had to hold reserves in order to secure ‘1. National bank 
notes in circulation. 2. State bank notes in circulation. [These were rapidly phased 
out.] 3. Individual and United States deposits.” Reserves could include “1. Specie. 2. 
All United States legal-tender issues, including the interest bearing legal tender notes. 
5. Balances in approved [national banks in New York or other designated cities] ... 
{4.] Clearing house certificates [issued by the Treasury]. (5.] Balances due from the 
Treasurer or any Assistant Treasurer of the United States, payable on demand.” This 
description was taken from a circular issued to the national banks by the Comptroller 
of the Currency, December 15, 1865, reprinted in Hunt’s, March 1866, p. 236. In 
Practice, most reserves took the form of greenbacks or certificates representing the 
deposit of greenbacks. 
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the time this posed no problem to the banks; they just paid out whatever 
bank notes were deposited and retained greenbacks. But on some oc- 
casions, particularly when currency began to move back to New York 
after harvest or planting, the city’s banks were overwhelmed with bank 
notes and greenbacks became relatively scarce. At those times the national 
banks traded bank notes for greenbacks at a discount ranging from 
to % percent or made bank note loans for several days without interest 
if the borrower agreed to remit greenbacks when settling up.** 

This sporadic market in greenbacks pointed out the most important 
operating requirement related to paper currency: in order for the financial 
system to work smoothly, the national banks had to have access to a 
ready supply of greenbacks. Even better, this supply should have been 
so abundant that distinctions would not be made between national bank 
notes and greenbacks as they passed from hand to hand. 

Three situations could create a shortage of greenbacks and, thus, induce 
a financial panic. First, the government might build up greenback holdings 
in Treasury vaults through the retention of tax payments or receipts from 
the sale of surplus gold. Though the major financial publications and 
other observers found their behavior hard to understand, Treasury sec- 
retaries often failed to anticipate shortages or even aggravated them by 
“hoarding” greenbacks during periods of stress in the money market.’ 
A second source of difficulty was the seasonal movement of funds to the 
interior. The banks could usually adjust to this demand by following a 
mildly conservative credit policy in the month or so before the movement 
began. However, factors such as the size and exact timing of the harvest 
or the emerging recovery of the southern plantation economy, about 
which little was usually known, introduced substantial uncertainty into 
bank calculations even under the best of circumstances. 

The third situation in which greenbacks could disappear from bank 
reserves could develop during a downturn in the stock market. Everything 
else being equal, a steep fall in stock prices would produce a rapid liq- 
uidation of call loans. This liquidation would, in turn, feed further selling 
on the stock exchange and could develop into a vicious downward spiral. 


54. See, for example, Hunt’s, June 1870, p. 467; Chronicle, May 6, 1871, p. 550. For a 
brief description of the importance of greenbacks to national bank reserves, see Myers, 
New York Money Market, pp. 254-6; on the greenback premium, p. 404. In rare, 
somewhat paradoxical situations, national bank notes could also trade at a premium 
against greenbacks. See Internal Revenue Record, July 11, 1868, p. 12; Chronicle, 
December 28, 1872, p. 854. 

55. See, for example, Hunt’s, July 1869, p. 75. While Treasury operations were often 
clumsy and, at least to independent observers, indifferent to market requirements, 
government policy could also be innovative. Unger, Greenback Era, pp. 171-2; Taus, 
Central Banking Functions, pp. 67-8. 
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As stocks fell and loans to brokers turned sour, the financial solvency of 
the banks could be impaired. This impairment, in turn, could lead cred- 
itors to withdraw their deposits and, because greenbacks made up the 
greater part of ready assets, threaten the ability of the banks to maintain 
reserves at or above legal requirements. In practice, crashes on the stock 
exchange were usually induced by the stress that accompanied the harvest/ 
planting cycles and were seriously threatening only during those periods. 


National bank reserves and the harvest/planting cycles 


Even before the Civil War, a large fraction of all country bank reserves 
were maintained in New York City. After the establishment of the na- 
tional bank system, however, country bank deposits became even more 
concentrated in New York and were an important factor in the emergence 
of a national money market. The national bank statutes both recognized 
and reinforced New York’s dominant role in the banking system by 
creating a pyramidal structure in which reserves flowed toward the na- 
tion’s financial apex. Country banks, for example, were required to main- 
tain reserves equal to 15 percent of all notes in circulation and deposits. 
Located in small towns and cities throughout the country, these insti- 
tutions were not required to keep the entire 15 percent on hand, however. 
Three-fifths of their required reserve (9 percent of circulation and 
deposits) could, instead, be deposited in approved banks in seventeen 
designated cities: Albany, Baltimore, Boston, Chicago, Cincinnati, Cleve- 
land, Detroit, Leavenworth (Kansas), Louisville, Milwaukee, New Or- 
leans, New York, Philadelphia, Pittsburgh, San Francisco, St. Louis, and 
Washington. Their potential liabilities swollen by country bank deposits, 
institutions in these cities were required to maintain reserves of 25 per- 
cent. However, they could place half of their reserve, 12.5 percent of 
circulation and deposits, in approved New York City national banks.** 

The country bank reserves deposited in New York were, in turn, lent 
out in the form of call loans to brokers and investors and, by 1868, the 
government estimated that “nearly one-half of the available resources of 
the national banks in the city of New York are used in the operations 


56. Robert P. Sharkey provides a lucid description of reserve requirements in Money, 
Class, and Party: An Economic Study of Civil War and Reconstruction (Baltimore: 
Johns Hopkins University Press, 1967), pp. 228-9. Country banks would have main- 
tained balances in New York in any case because they found it profitable to create 
commercial paper payable in that city. Banks in New York and other reserve cities, 
however, further encouraged this flow of funds by paying interest on country bank 
deposits. John A. James, “A Note on Interest Paid on New York Bankers’ Balances 
in the Postbellum Period,” Business History Review 50 (Summer 1976): 198-202; 
Myers, New York Money Market, pp. 103-8, 118-24, 229-30, 24279. 
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of the stock and gold exchange.”*” These loans were secured by the 
deposit of government bonds or railroad securities and constituted the 
central reservoir of the national bank system. The potential illiquidity of 
these loans and their underlying securities was an increasing source of 
anxiety to finance capitalists during this period. As Hunt’s described the 
situation, “the accumulation of capital in all our great monetary centres 
has been going forward of late with almost unexampled rapidity. It is 
true that capital is too much concentrated, and is held in few hands. But 
this very circumstance is favorable to the availability of the capital for 
the purposes of the loan market, and tends to make money easy. We 
have, however, to make allowance for the rapidity with which in all parts 
of the country floating capital is assuming fixed forms.” Hunt’s analysis 
clearly connects the major advantage and disadvantage of the structure. 
On the one hand, the concentration of funds in one marketplace was a 
clear advantage in terms of the mobilization and allocation of the nation’s 
capital. On the other hand, the vulnerability of bank reserves constantly 
threatened the fundamental stability of the entire financial system.** 
This movement of currency associated with the harvest cycle repre- 
sented the most serious challenge to the system’s stability (see Figure 4.4). 
The movement began with the fall harvest of crops in the nation’s interior. 
Agricultural producers would market these crops with merchants in small 
towns or cities. In completing these transactions, the accounts the mer- 
chants kept in country banks would be drawn down and the banks were 
compelled to replenish their reserves by calling back a portion of the 
balances they maintained in institutions in New York or other reserve 
cities. Once this demand for currency began to appear in New York, the 
national banks in that city started to call in the loans they had made to 
brokers and investors on the stock exchange. This liquidation of credit, 
in turn, led the latter to sell their stocks and bonds in the open market. 
During periods of “easy money,” this flow reversed, currency moved 
toward New York, and the supply of funds on the call loan market 


57. Annual Report of the Comptroller of the Currency, 1868, reprinted in Hunt's, De- 
cember 1868, p. 461. 

58. September 1869, p. 168. The Chronicle claimed that, because of the call loan market, 
“the normal rates of interest fluctuate more in New York than in any other city in 
the world,” January 14, 1871, p. 37. Also see, Myers, New York Money Market, 
pp. 126, 132—5, 265-87. The call loan market was so attractive that Hunt's claimed 
“There are not a few national banks in the country [outside the nation’s financial 
centers) whose officers almost reside permanently in New York, and use the money 
of the bank in Wall Street to much better purpose, so far as profits are concerned, 
than if they soberly and quietly sat still at home and lent it to their neighbors in the 
legitimate way of loans and discounts.” August 1869, p. 127. As might be clear from 
the passage, the journal strongly disapproved of this practice. 
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Figure 4.4 

The fall harvest and the cyclical drain on New York City bank reserves. National banks 
in reserve cities other than New York have been omitted from this figure. In addition, it 
should be noted that national bank notes could replace greenbacks in many of these 
transactions and, in most cases, funds moved more indirectly than represented here (for 
example, a merchant who drew deposits in a country bank might accept a draft on New 
York in place of cash). Finally, this diagram emphasizes the harvest cycle associated with 
the movement of crops. Currency cycles were also associated with peaks in consumer 
purchases in the interior (after harvest and during spring planting). 


expanded. A weaker, but similar cycle was associated with peaks in 
consumer purchases in the interior during spring planting’? With the 
harvest cycle in mind, the nation’s bankers and other finance capitalists 
closely monitored the greenback reserves of the New York City banks 
each fall. Every year these reserves would drop (see Table 4.2). However, 
the system collapsed only once — in the 1873 panic, which can be clearly 
identified in a comparison of the annual reserve patterns. 


59. For a conventional critique of the instability-inducing features of the structure of the 
national bank system, see Helen Hill Updike, The National Banks and American 
Economic Development, 1870-1900 (New York: Garland Publishing, 1985), pp. 52, 
565 also see, Myers, New York Money Market, pp. 107, 134, 137, 141—8, 206-9, 
258-60; for a discussion of stringency in the money market during the spring months 
of 1868, see Hunt’s, April 1868, pp. 320-1; for a vivid description of the harvest 
cycle’s potential dangers and official recognition of its impact on the financial system, 
see the Annual Report of the Comptroller of the Currency, 1868, reprinted in Hunt's, 
December 1868, p. 463. 

60. With respect to its rapid exhaustion of bank reserves, contraction of deposits and 
Joans, and suspension of bank note redemption (in greenbacks), the 1873 panic almost 
perfectly realized the nightmare every financier envisioned. For descriptions, see Tim- 
berlake, Origins of Central Banking, pp. 104-8; Bolles, Financial History, pp. 
282-4. 
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Table 4.2. Greenback reserves in New York City banks and the onset 


of the harvest cycle: 1871-5 


Greenback reserves ($ millions) 


Week 
reporting 1875 1874 1873 1872 1871 
July 29 755 65.8 50.0 551 739 
Aug. 5 73-6 66.5 49.0 54.6 Th 
2 70.7 66.6 47-5 52.5 JO.4 
19 70.4 65-9 45-3 59-9 69.5 
26 70.5 67.3 44-7 49-4 68.4 
Sept. 2 70.6 65.6 38.7 49-1 66.9 
9 69.2 65.3 36.7 48.1 63.8 
16 67.9 64.8 343 445 58.4 
23 67.3 65.7 212 45.0 55:3 
30 66.5 64.0 12.0 419 54-6 
Oct. 7 60.4 62.4 10.2 458 50.8 
4 56.5 60.7 6.3 52.6 50.0 
21 54-7 58.8 8.8 52.3 50.5 
28 53-5 59.6 14.7 SZ $2.4 
Nov. 4 513 59-5 21.0 48.3 545 
ur 49.0 59-5 26.1 46.7 55.2 
18 48.0 57-5 30.9 45-9 53-7 


Source: Commercial and Financial Chronicle, October 28, 1876, p. 412. 


The national bank system 


The most important institution connecting New York markets to the 
remainder of the American economy was the national bank system. 
From its establishment in February 1863, the system grew quite rap- 
idly and, by January 1864, 137 banks had been chartered by the 
Treasury. One year later, the figure was 681. On March 3, 1865, a 
change in the internal revenue schedule raised the tax on the circula- 
tion of notes issued by state-chartered banks from 2 to 10 percent, ten 
times the rate charged to national banks.*' The new levy led many 


61. 


While the previous rate had been twice the levy on national bank notes, many state 
banks, particularly those operating under lax regulatory standards, could still issue 
notes profitably. The ro percent levy, however, was prohibitive, and many state banks 
now hurried to turn in their state for federal charters before the tax took effect on 
July 1, 1866. By October r, 1865, 1,566 institutions were organized under the national 
law with a total capital of some $396 million and the system was already approaching 
the statutory limit of $300 million that had been placed on national bank note 
circulation. For that reason the rate of new bank formation now slowed to a crawl. 
By September 30, 1869, 1,620 were in operation, an increase of only 3.4 percent 
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state-chartered banks to join the national bank system and, by 1877, 
the number of operating banks had increased to 2,080 with a total 
circulation of $318 million.®* 

From the system’s very inception, the banks tended to concentrate in 
the nation’s financial centers along the northern Atlantic seaboard and 
the cities of the northeastern interior. Banks were slow to organize 
in the South, of course, because of the Civil War. When the 1865 levy 
‘on state bank notes was passed, national institutions had formed only 
in New Orleans, Memphis, Nashville, Knoxville, and Norfolk within the 
reaches of the dying Confederacy. By 1869, when the system stabilized, 
circulation had moderately expanded in the South, but the system was 
still dominated by eastern financial centers and their capital-exporting 
hinterlands (see Map 4.1). Further progress was made by 1877 but the 
original pattern established twelve years earlier still characterized the 
system (see Table 4.3). 

Of the nation’s five major financial centers, Boston banks issued the 
greatest number of notes per capita.*’ Per capita circulation was far 
lower in other major financial centers. The most striking anomaly was 
New York City’s circulation (see Table 4.3). Because New York was 
the premier financial center in the country, facilities for clearing bank 
notes and returning them to the issuing institution for redemption in 
greenbacks were far more efficient there than anywhere else in the na- 
tion. As a result, the national banks in New York found it difficult to 
keep their notes in circulation and thus derived little profit from the 
note-issuing privilege compared to the remainder of the system.“ For 


‘over the total in 1865. Subsequent revisions of the law first raised the statutory limit 
to $354 million (1870) and then removed it altogether (1875). Hepburn, History of 
the Currency, pp. 308-11; Bolles, Financial History, pp. 341-2, 353-4; U.S. Trea- 
sury, Annual Report of the Comptroller of the Currency, 1865 (Washington, D.C.: 
Government Printing Office, 1865), pp. 15, 143- 

62. Bolles, Financial History, pp. 354—9; US. Treasury, Annual Report of the Comptroller 
of the Currency, 1877 (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1877), p. xv. 

63. All city figures reported here are for the counties containing them; for Boston, the 
figures are for Suffolk county which, in this case, was almost coterminous with the 
city. In all three years, Boston/Suffolk county’s per capita share of bank note circu- 
lation led all other counties in the nation. Bristol county, Massachusetts, came in 
second in 1865 ($36.79). Providence, Rhode Island, was the runner-up in both 1869 
and 1877 ($69.17 and $51.18, respectively). 

64. Hunt's, March 1865, p. 213; Sharkey, Money, Class, and Party, p. 249. Since national 
banks purchased investments (loaned money) by issuing their notes, the amount they 
could keep in circulation determined the return the banks received on their currency. 
If the notes did not remain in circulation very long before being redeemed in green- 
backs, the banks had to retain larger and more active reserves to secure the currency 
and bore higher overhead charges associated with their processing. Many New York 
banks decided that notes were more trouble than they were worth and either did not 
issue any to begin with or dramatically reduced their original circulation over time. 
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Map 4.1 National bank notes issued, by county, 869. Source: Compiled from data in the Annual Report of the Comptroller of the Currency, 1869 


(Washington, D.C.; GPO, 1869) and the 1870 Census of Population. 


Downloaded from hitps://www.cambridge.org/core. Jerry Falwell Library, Liberty University, on 12 Mar 2021 at 16:47:36, subject to the 
Cambridge Core terms of use, available at https//www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://dol.org/10.1017/CB09780511527999.005 
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Table 4.3. Currency issued to national banks in selected cities and 
regions: 1865, 1869, and 1877 


Notes issued to national banks (per capita) 


Region or city Mar. 4, 1865 Sept. 30, 1869 Oct. 1, 1877 
Major financial center 

New York City $ 9.28 $36.81 $12.76 
Boston 65.33 97.86 65.77 
Philadelphia 11.04 16.30 13.14 
Washington, D.C. 6.42 6.15 5:33 
Baltimore 472 21.39 15.98 


Selected regions* 
Eastern seaboard (N.Y., 


Mass., Pa.) $ 6.68 $11.83 $10.18 
Remainder of Fast and Ohio 5.61 13.29 12.25 
Free-state West 1.98 3-45 2.91 
South and border 27 1431 1.42 


“Not including the above. 
Source: Calculated from data contained in the Annual Report of the Comptroller of the 
Currency for the respective years and the 1870 and 1880 censuses. The 1865 data includes 
only banks chartered through March 4 of that year. 


that reason, New York’s per capita figures seriously understate the 
city’s actual prominence in the financial system. Outside the five major 
centers, national banks in the East issued a sufficient amount of cur- 
rency to bring the per capita average of the region up to levels com- 
parable with Baltimore, New York, and Philadelphia. The free states 
of the West lagged seriously behind and the southern and border 
states held banks issuing notes at just over one-tenth the per capita 
rates of the eastern seaboard and the remainder of the East. For the 
states of the former Confederacy, indigenous national bank note issues 
were nine, sixty-eight, and eighty-nine cents per capita in 1865, 1869, 
and 1877 respectively.°° 


The results are clearly reflected in the steep per capita decline between 1869 and 
1877 and the overall level of New York's circulation. 

65. The analysis of national banks has relied upon note circulation as the primary indicator 
of the extent of regional involvement in the system. Note circulation has an advantage 
over alternative indicators, such as capital stock or deposits, in that it indicates the 
extent of constrained investment in government bonds. These bonds, which were 
held by the Treasury as security for the notes issued by the banks, could not be 
retrieved unless the banks gathered up their currency and returned it to the comp- 
troller. Since the process by which notes might be gathered was very slow, the in- 
vestment in government bonds that secured the notes symbolized, for most intents 
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Anumber of interrelated factors produced the strongly regional pattern 
reflected in national bank note circulation. In the first place, the pro- 
pensity to organize national bank associations appears to have been 
closely related to the availability of otherwise underemployed liquid cap- 
ital. For example, the early, strong involvement of the mature, industrial 
counties of New England in the establishment of the national bank system 
can be traced to the relative lack of investment alternatives in the region. 
Unlike the capital-starved reaches of the South and the western frontier, 
the river valleys and mill towns of the Northeast were comparatively 
satiated with indigenous capital. For the older, mature regions of the 
country the national bank system was a comparatively safe method of 
mobilizing and exporting capital through the New York money market 
into western development. 

A second factor that determined the regional structure of the bank 
system was the spatial organization of interregional and international 
trade. In defense of the preponderant position of the Northeast in the 
distribution of notes, for example, Hunt’s observed that, “In all modern 
commercial nations capital shows a strong disposition to concentrate 
itself on the sea-board, at the confluence where meet the widest currents 
of interior and foreign traffic. It is consequently natural, necessary, and 
for the good of the country, that banks and other financial institutions 
should concentrate there also.”*” The nation’s strongest connections 
within the world economy were with those European nations that bor- 
dered the Atlantic Ocean, especially Britain. Their goods entered the 
country through the major ports of the East Coast, mainly New York, 
and were subsequently distributed throughout the interior. The com- 
mercial links that connected the eastern port cities with the interior can 
be easily traced in the 1866 postal delivery contracts granted to railroads 
and steamships (see Map 4.2). As can be seen in the map, the heaviest 
volumes of mail flowed either between the major commercial and finan- 
cial centers of the Atlantic seaboard or west from those centers into Ohio. 


and purposes, a permanent stake in the fiscal policy of the government. In that respect, 
note circulation more directly connects the banks to the federal debt than any alter- 
native measure and, thus, most advantageously sums up a general “interest” in the 
stability of the financial system. 

66. A roughly parallel system for mobilizing liquid capital was composed of the life, 
accident, and casualty insurance companies of the period. New England cities served 
as the headquarters for firms managing 32.4 percent of all insurance assets, firms in 
New York State had 43.1 percent of all assets, Pennsylvania and New Jersey held 
20.2 percent, and the remainder of the country contained companies holding only 
4-3 percent of the total. Assets in all insurance firms added up to $111,440,000 in 
1867. Calculated from data in Hunt's, September 1867, pp. 198-9. 

67. January 1868, p. 28. 
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Delivery Routes by Contract Rate 


——— $100-199 per mile per year 


$200 and over per mile per year 


Map 4.2 The United States commercial network: 1866 railroad and steamship mail delivery 
contracts. Source: Calculated from data contained in the Annual Report of the Postmaster 
General, 1866, Exec. Doc. 1: House of Representatives: 39th Cong., and Sess., Ser. Rec. 
1286, (Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1867) pp. 26-49. A few routes in California and Oregon 
have been omitted from this map. 


From Ohio, the current divided into smaller, but still substantial streams 
that widely distributed mail throughout the more thickly settled regions 
of the Midwest. However, only a few middle-level mail routes reached 
into the South and these, for the most part, did not connect with each 
other in such a way as to compose a network. On the whole, the route 
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structure almost exactly mimicked the regional pattern of bank circu- 
lation.” 

The last major influence on the regional organization of the bank 
system was the underdeveloped state of the southern plantation economy 
and the western frontier. Outside the northeastern corner of the country, 
many rural, agrarian producers were relatively isolated from the national 
economy and, while a portion of their production might be marketed 
with local merchants, the larger share of their harvest either was con- 
sumed on the farm or traded for other locally produced goods in quasi- 
barter transactions. Even where, as in the cotton belt, agricultural 
production was well integrated into national and world markets, a dearth 
of capital prevented the development of banking institutions. Thus sec- 
tional differences in economic development were reflected in the 
bution pattern of national banks. Those regions located at the periphery 
of the national economy and loosely, if at all, integrated into the national 
bank system usually exhibited much higher interest rates than the coun- 
try’s money centers. These rate levels can be traced to the greater lending 
costs associated with an underdeveloped economy: smaller, more ad- 
ministratively expensive loans; higher default rates; and accentuated sea- 
sonal demand, which often left capital idle between periods of agricultural 
activity. Despite these higher, nominal rates, the real return was greater 
in the nation’s financial center. As a result, money flowed through the 
banking system into New York markets and thus facilitated the capital 
mobilization necessary for the nation’s rapid industrial expansion.” As 
it existed between 1865 and 1877, the national bank system was an 
integral part of the highly developed markets of the industrial and com- 
mercial northeastern core economy, but the social base of periphery 
regions was only incompletely penetrated and organized by the same 
system.7° 


68. Businessmen were the leading producers of interregional mail in the antebellum period 
and, though noncommercial use increased after the war, the strength and consistency 
of the pattern suggests that commercial communications continued to shape the postal 
system. On the antebellum period, see Pred, Urban Growth and City Systems, 
pp. 147~9; for similar representations of the postwar commercial network, see David 
Ward, Cities and Immigrants: A Geography of Change in Nineteenth-Century Amer- 
ica (New York: Oxford University Press, 1971), pp. 28-46, and John R. Borchert, 
America’s Northern Heartland: An Economic and Historical Geography of the Upper 
Northwest (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1987), p. 40. 

69. Updike, National Banks, pp. 15, 25, 57-773 Richard Sylla, “Federal Policy, Banking 
Market Structure, and Capital Mobilization in the United States, 1863-1913,” Jour- 
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zo. Lance E. Davis contended that the narrowing of interest rate differentials between 
regions in the last quarter of the nineteenth century was due to the growth of more 
efficient capital markets in the periphery (as part of an overall process of economic 
development) and that, among other things, the national bank system actually 
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U.S. Treasury intervention and operations 


At the very heart of the post—Civil War financial system was located the 
combined greenback reserve held in New York institutions for the na- 
tional banks. Anything that imperiled this reserve put at risk the entire 
system. Roughly ranked in terms of the gravity of the threat each rep- 
resented, the most important risks were posed by first, the annual move- 
ment of funds through the harvest cycle; second, the possibility of a price 
collapse on the stock exchange; and, third, clumsy execution or miscal- 
culation of market conditions by the government in its operations. The 
administrative capacity of the Treasury, in particular, was a continual 
preoccupation of finance capitalists. As Hunt’s phrased the concern on 
one occasion, “it will long constitute one of the perils of the financial 
situation, that at any moment the government may be selling two or 
three millions of gold.” At another time, the publication observed the 
“almost despotic control” of the Treasury over the banks “because it 
could at any time take away their legal tender reserves by sale of gold, 
by sales of bonds, or by drawing down the balances in the national bank 
depositories.”””* 

While the Secretary of the Treasury normally determined the general 
policy of the government, his agent in market operations was the assistant 
treasurer of the New York subtreasury. The person who held this post 
actually executed the transactions of the government when it intervened 
in the marketplace. When a vacancy appeared in this position in 1869, 
Hunt’s seized the opportunity to sketch the immense responsibilities at- 
tached to the assistant treasurer’s tasks and the importance of a “‘sound” 
appointment: 


The responsibility attached to it exceeds that of any other under the 
Government. The Assistant Treasurer is custodian of from 
$70,000,000 to $10,000,000 of money — a larger amount, probably, 
than is held by any fiscal officer in any country. He is responsible 
not only for the safe keeping of these funds, but also for the faithful 
and accurate execution of financial transactions aggregating over 
$1,000,000,000 per annum . .. the highest business qualifications are 
required. The officer must have proved himself, through a long ex- 
perience, to be a man of unquestionable integrity. He ought to be 
familiar with the banking system of New York and with all the details 
of practical finance. As the financial representative of the government 


retarded southern entry into the national market. “The Investment Market, 1870~ 
1914: The Evolution of a National Market,” Journal of Economic History 25 (Sep- 
tember 1965): 355-99. 
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at the money centre of the country, he is naturally called upon, in 
monetary exigencies to tender opinions and counsel to the Secretary 
of the Treasury, who being at a distance from the centre of business 
often finds it impossible to form an independent opinion of the 
situation of affairs. At times the Secretary of the Treasury must 
confide to the Assistant Treasurer an absolute discretion in matters 
of great magnitude and importance affecting the market for money, 
gold, and securities. 


In contrast to the money market operations of the New York subtreasury, 
the duties associated with the Treasury Department in Washington were 
relatively low-level, labor-intensive chores primarily concerned with 
keeping the nation’s accounts.”* For very good reasons, the administrative 
competence of postwar Treasury secretaries has been almost universally 
questioned. 

Irwin Unger, for example, called Chase ‘‘a rather primitive bullionist 
Democrat” who narrowmindedly forced the bank system into a suspen- 
sion of specie payments by compelling the physical transfer of gold to 
the government during the loan operations of late 1861. In 1863 Secretary 
Chase again blundered when he moved to check speculation in the New 
York money market by contracting the supply of greenbacks because, as 
Hunt’s described his intervention, “the movement was made suddenly 
and fell like a thunderbolt from a clear sky. A panic was produced which 
will be long and sadly remembered in financial circles. A few speculators 
were made rich by it, but thousands were impoverished.””* 

Following a short term in office by William Fessenden (Chases’s im- 
mediate successor), Hugh McCulloch was appointed to the position. 
Upon learning of McCulloch’s nomination, Jay Cooke evaluated the new 
secretary’s “calibre” as that of “a bank officer — no higher.” Robert 
Sharkey contends that McCulloch’s policy declarations “reflected the 
processes of a rigid, conservative, and essentially unimaginative mind” 
and, referring to his program for contraction, observes “The situation 
called for the delicacy of a scapel, but McCulloch brought only the 
bluntness of a meat axe.””’* Even after the major financial journals had 


72. Hunt's, November 1869, pp. 369-71. For a good description of Treasury operations 
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repeatedly warned that a policy of gradual withdrawal restricted to pe- 
riods between the harvest and planting cycles was the only safe method 
of reducing the currency, McCulloch still carried his headlong contraction 
program into the fall harvest and caused near panic conditions in the 
money market. “He had, it must be believed, no design or intention to 
produce such disasters,” Hunt’s drily observed.” 

McCulloch, in turn, was succeeded by George Boutwell, “whose con- 
ception of political economy was bounded by one ambition: reduction 
of the national debt. To this end he would sacrifice not only tariff revision, 
but tax abatement and currency reform. .. [and] spoilsman that he was, 
Boutwell insisted that the agitation for civil service reform was un- 
founded.”’* Grant’s secretary was faulted for a “needless and mischievous 
hoarding of greenbacks” throughout his administration and so misman- 
aged the department’s gold sales in the fall of 1872 that a full-blown 
panic was only narrowly averted.” To his credit, however, Boutwell was 
the first secretary to affirm the Treasury’s responsibility for moderating 
the impact of seasonal cycles in economic activity by retaining currency 
during slack months and releasing it back into circulation during the fall 
and spring. In this respect, his performance was measurably superior to 
that of his predecessors.”* However, his successor, William Richardson, 
blundered the nation into, first, a major financial panic and, subsequently, 
a serious and prolonged economic depression through his reluctance to 
use the Treasury’s powers.”® 

Contemporary explanations of the Treasury’s incapacity to manage 
the financial system attribute the department’s failure to the debilitating 
influence of party politics in a democracy. As Hugh McCulloch, then 
Comptroller of the Currency, explained in his 1864 annual report, 


Governments should not be bankers. Under popular institutions like 
ours, no more dangerous, no more corrupting power could be lodged 
in the hands of the party in possession of the government; none more 
perilous to official probity and free elections. Give to a party dom- 
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inant in the legislative and executive branches of the government the 
authority of issuing paper money for the purpose of furnishing the 
country with its currency, subject as it would be to no restraint but 
its own pleasure, and what guaranty would there be that this au- 
thority would be honestly and judiciously used?*° 


During the 1873 panic, the Chronicle received letters urging that the 
Treasury intervene in order to relieve the crisis in the money market. The 
financial weekly answered these pleas by contending that government 
should concern itself with encouraging stability before a crisis sets in and 
not responding to a panic once it begins. 

Maintaining that the Treasury was incapable of effective “administra- 
tive government,” the Chronicle continued “our government is founded 
on popular principles. It is not fit to control trade or to manage the 
money market. It is too free and simple in its nature to adapt itself to 
the complex work attempted by the older governments of Europe, with 
their bureaucratic habits and centralized power.”*' In short, the federal 
government could not manage the money market because a robust de- 
mocracy was too sensitive to the uninformed, ever-changing moods of 
the people. But there was a more negative side, also. Explaining that 
“congressmen themselves, as a class, are not venal,” Henry Adams offered 
the observation that “not more than one member in ten of the late 
Congress ever accepted money” in return for legislative favors to private 
interests. By liberally supporting individual members and party organi- 
zations, the “iron,” “whiskey,” and “Pacific Railway .. . rings” controlled 
the course of legislation and frustrated the national interest (as repre- 
sented in this case by the reform program of Revenue Commissioner 
Wells). Adams concluded “party organizations have no decency and no 
shame.””** 


80. From the Annual Report of the Comptroller of the Currency, 1864, reprinted in 
Hunt's, February 1865, p. 155. Five years and two comptrollers later, this position 
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constituting a powerful, and, at the same time, a very uncertain element, difficult to 
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transactions.” Annual Report of the Comptroller of the Currency, 1869, reprinted 
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The men who led the Treasury Department during and after the Civil 
War were products of the intense partisan competition and politicization 
of policymaking that characterized the period. In the form of potential 
appointments to office, the Treasury and the Post Office provided well 
over 80 percent of the “‘spoils” of party victory. Treasury positions, on 
the whole, were more lucrative and thus attractive to would-be office 
holders. Customshouse collectors and internal revenue inspectors, for 
example, could and did discover many opportunities, primarily involving 
graft, for raising their standard of living during government service that 
were largely unavailable to postal officials. Through the Treasury sec- 
retary, thousands of such patronage positions were available to the 
administration, and chief executives were compelled to consider purely 
political qualifications in naming the head of the department. Above all 
else, the department head had to possess a political base apart from the 
department (thus strengthening the administration directly and enabling 
the secretary to adjudicate intraparty squabbles over particularly choice 
plums, such as the New York Customs House)."* The secretary also had 
to be someone who would place a high priority on administration and 
party organizational needs in his decisions. Chase, Fessenden, and Bout- 
well were all party leaders in their own right and sensitive to the major 
role patronage played in maintaining the party’s position in the political 
system. 

An ability to make judicious use of the department’s patronage was 
closely related to the policymaking requirements of the Treasury in that 
similar brokering skills were a valuable party resource. The major factions 
within the party disagreed, sometimes violently, over monetary and fiscal 
policy; so in making his decisions, the Treasury secretary had to be 
sensitive to the ever-changing political influence each faction commanded. 
First and foremost, the secretary had to be someone with good contacts 
within the financial community. McCulloch (as a former president of the 
State Bank of Indiana), Fessenden (as one of the most influential senators 
in the formulation of financial policy), and Boutwell (as a Massachusetts 
congressman with strong links to the commercial interests of his state) 
all met this condition. Beyond these contacts, however, Treasury heads 


83. The New York Customs House was only the most corrupt of a revenue system riddled 
with bribery and fraud. In the Annual Report of the Commissioner of Customs, 1874. 
Commissioner Henry C. Johnson reported that conditions had become so bad that 
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and to look upon the customs officer rather as a parasite, unlawfully living upon 
themselves, than as a public servant in honorable service.” Quoted in White, Re- 
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were forced to consider the contrary interests of the agrarian and man- 
ufacturing sectors of the party. As a result, finance capital did not control 
or even dominate department policy. Although the leading journals 
coaxed, cajoled, and flattered secretaries in an effort to influence deci- 
sions, the financial community remained deeply disappointed with de- 
partment performance. 

In short, the U.S. Treasury did not possess the administrative capacity 
to manage the money market in the postwar years. It did not have that 
capacity because Treasury secretaries either lacked detailed knowledge 
of how the market operated or were forced to respond to political de- 
mands that put financial stability at risk, and sometimes both. (Hugh 
McCulloch, who perhaps was the best qualified secretary during the 
period, compiled the worst record by attempting to resume specie pay- 
ments before the balance of influence in the political system shifted to- 
ward inflation.) Examined from a different perspective, the political 
system was debilitating in another way. In most respects, the Republicans 
made up the state during the Civil War and Reconstruction and competed 
with a political party (the Democrats) that offered radical decentralization 
of central state authority as an alternative organization of the nation’s 
political economy.** Because this situation discouraged most statist- 
oriented elites from entertaining a serious alliance with the Democrats, 
finance capital and the central state bureacracy (such as it was) was left 
little room for political maneuvering between the parties. In the following 
passage, for example, Hunt’s expressed a hope that the Democratic re- 
surgence in the 1870 congressional elections would release the executive 
branch from the debilitating influence of intraparty Republican politics 
and lead to thorough, “scientific” reform: 


In times of great national danger or effort, it may be desirable to 
have an overwhelming majority of the legislature in perfect harmony 
with the Executive... it remains true [however] that an organized 
party in undisputed possession of the whole power of Congress, 
constantly tends to weaken the Executive; while the management of 
the Government in such a way as to keep the majority compact and 
carnest in its support, tends constantly to corrupt it. In these respects, 
there is something gratifying in the simple fact that in the next House 
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... there will be a nearer approach to a balance between parties than 
for several years before . .. new issues, growing up into public notice 
everywhere, are entirely different in their nature from those which 
have of late divided parties. They are no longer questions of feeling 
and prejudice, questions of sections, classes or race, but are questions 
of opinion or scientific judgment, questions, in short, of financial 
and economical science. The best reform of the civil service, the 
method of adjusting the tariff and the tax laws, so as to meet 
the public dues and wants with the least burden on the people, the 
regulation of the currency, of banks, of the great national lines or 
railway, and of State corporations in general... [requires] a new 
division of the parties upon economical principles.** 


Thus one of the major sources of stress in the workings of the financial 
system was the administrative incompetence of the Treasury. Other prob- 
lems still facing the system at the end of Reconstruction concerned: the 
inelasticity of the currency with reference to seasonal movements asso- 
ciated with the harvest/planting cycle; the relationship of a domestic paper 
money standard with the gold standard prevailing in international trans- 
actions; uneven regional development and consequent difficulties in ex- 
tending the reach of an integrated national market; and, above all else, 
the vulnerability of greenback reserves held by national banks in New 
York City. All of these sources of stress have been related to the working, 
of the financial system in individual markets, to the circulation of money 
within the national and international economies, and to the mobilization 
and investment of capital. It is to the central interests of finance capitalists 
in the workings of the system and the political economy in general that 
we now turn. 


Political-economic implications of the organization 
of financial markets and central state monetary policy 


Taken on its own terms, the preceding analysis of market organization 
and government performance would provide a satisfactory foundation 
for interpreting the interests of finance capital in the postwar political 
economy. However, this interpretation will be stronger if we connect this 
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analysis to the policy preferences and proposals of the postwar financial 
community.”” The class previously identified as finance capitalists in- 
cluded brokers, bankers, insurance companies, import/export houses, and 
commission merchants. With the partial exception of bankers, individual 
members of these sectors of finance capitalism were not given to public 
expression of their views on major public policy questions during the 
Reconstruction era. When they did give voice to their preferences, their 
views tended to fix narrowly on the short-term interests of their sector 
within the system or flesh out a highly abstract, often moralistic position 
on questions involving abstract economic theory (such as an alleged 
connection between “public virtue” and the gold standard). For example, 
Amasa Walker, a prominent Boston merchant, declared that “taking all 
things into consideration, [in] every way the best money is the gold and 
silver which God has evidently designed for that purpose.” Other aca- 
demics and business leaders supported their various positions on the 
“money question” with references to Calvinist principles of self-denial 
or highly abstract mercantilist notions of the impact of currency inflation 
on the stock of wealth in society.** A summary interpretation of the views 
expressed by the vast majority of finance capitalists would, therefore, not 
serve the purposes of this analysis 

The two groups within finance capitalism that did consistently artic- 
ulate the interests of the system as a whole and, for the most part, kept 
their attention focused on the policy questions immediately at hand, were 
the major financial publications serving the banking and mercantile com- 
munities in New York City and the long-established New England textile 
manufacturers. The first group includes Hunt’s Merchants’ Magazine and 


87. As we have argued here, finance capitalists did not maintain that this was the only 
conceivable financial system for its time and place, or that thesc were the only set of 
structural and policy arrangements that might have made the system work effectively. 
However, they did contend that the range of possible alternatives was more or less 
tightly constrained by strong interdependencies among individual elements and the 
complexity of the system itself. These constraints combined to produce the strong 
functional advantages of existing financial “practice,” inertial resistance to change, 
and, where restructuring of the system was nonetheless indicated, a preference for 
incremental reform. As the Chronicle expressed this conservatism (for which finan- 
ciers have long been notorious), “Stability is of more importance in the monetary 
organism than conformity to any theoretic system, and the practical statesman will 
bring better results out of an imperfect financial scheme than can be achieved by 
more symmetrical machinery, if the former have stability, while the latter is inconstant, 
unsettled, and liable to sudden jerks and unforeseen changes” (January 4, 1873, p. 7). 
Most adaptive elements of the financial system should not, therefore, be viewed as 
essential in and of themselves. They should, instead, be seen as facilitating features 
of the system (some anchor the system through guarantees, others create incentives 
that encourage functionally supportive and adaptive behavior or provide ways of 
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Commercial Chronicle, Bankers’ Magazine and Statistical Register (both 
monthlies), and the Commercial and Financial Chronicle (a weekly — 
Hunt’s was folded into the Chronicle in January 1871). Together, these 
publications represented and served the broad banking, merchant, and 
commercial classes of the nation’s financial centers, particularly New 
York City. (The Chronicle, for example, billed itself as “Representing 
the Industrial and Commercial Interests of the United States.”) The ad- 
vertising carried in these organs gives some idea of their broader role as 
representatives and servants of the financial community. Among the lead- 
ing advertisers in Hunt’s and the Chronicle, for example, were insurance 
companies, brokers and securities dealers, banks, commission merchants, 
and general manufacturers. Together their advertisements comprised over 
80 percent of all advertising space in these journals. Most advertisers 
were located in New York City with Philadelphia, Boston, and other 
leading commercial centers trailing far behind.*” 

This wide representation of the financial community among their ad- 
vertisers supported the broadly conceived role the publications played in 
commercial and political life. The journals rarely, for example, supported 
the narrow interests of one sector of finance against another, frequently 
reprimanded “irresponsibility” by members of the community (failure 
by the banks to maintain adequate reserves or attempts by brokers to 
form speculative corners on the exchanges, for example), and generally 
articulated a systemic approach to questions concerning the course of 
the political economy. Almost exclusively concerned with both long-term 
and short-term threats to financial stability, the editorial recommenda- 
tions of these journals repeatedly urged the adoption of government 
policies that would have accommodated Treasury operations to changing 
conditions in the nation’s money markets. Though the readership of these 
publications resided throughout the country, the perspective they offered 
was from the financial center and articles on important regional events 
(the Chicago fire, size of the cotton crop, and the like) were always linked 
to prospective change in market conditions in New York. 

Another major and articulate group with a major stake in the general, 
long-term health of the financial system was composed of the long- 
established cotton manufacturers and commercial magnates of New Eng- 
land. Concentrated in and around Boston, this subgroup within finance 


89. Calculated from advertisements in the January 1867 issue of Hunt’s and the January 
7, 1871 issue of the Chronicle. The sectors of finance capital represented on the 
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capital was rapidly developing into a rentier class that primarily lived off 
income from widely diversified investments. The industrial firms and 
commercial houses that they owned had reached relative maturity and 
had begun to throw off capital that could not be readily reinvested in 
these enterprises. The first consequence of this economic maturity was 
the deep roots the national banks put down throughout New England 
and, particularly, Boston as this rentier class poured wealth into the new 
system. Secondary results included substantial New England involvement 
in the national stock and bond markets and indirect investment in western 
real estate mortgages. As the new, rentier class emerged, their deep in- 
volvement in the banking system and capital markets produced a strong 
reform movement within the Republican party that strenuously sup- 
ported both a removal of economic policy from the political arena and 
a cleansing of the administrative apparatus of government. Using free- 
trade proposals, civil service reform, and reestablishment of the gold 
standard as their primary themes, this class viewed the requirements of 
the financial system and the political economy from much the same 
perspective as the major New York journals.”° Of all the spokesmen for 
this class, the two most articulate were Edward Atkinson (textile man- 
ufacturer, investor in Boston fire insurance companies, and economist) 
and David Wells, a leading political economist of the late nineteenth 
century. Wells was appointed chairman of the three-person Revenue 
Commission by Treasury Secretary McCulloch in 1865 and subsequently 
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served as Special Commissioner of Revenue between 1866 and 1870. 
Given responsibility in both roles to advise the administration and Con- 
gress on revenue and fiscal policy, Wells used his position to articulate 
in detail the policy recommendations of the reform movement. 

Though some minor programmatic differences existed between these 
two subgroups of the financial community (particularly over the pace 
with which restructuring of the political economy might proceed), both 
the journals and the emerging New England rentier class shared a broad, 
informed perspective on the necessary requirements for the stability and 
smooth functioning of the financial system. These requirements can be 
divided into three general policy areas: 


1. The financial system itself includes currency, banking structure and 
credit, treasury debt and operations, and capital markets. 

2. Federal revenue includes internal duties, the income tax, and the 
tariff. These are less central to the financial system, but policy de- 
cisions here have important implications for the functioning of the 
system as a whole. 

3. Expenditures and operations of the federal government includes the 
creation of a civil service, corporate subsidies, and public works 
projects. Policy decisions here are even less central to the financial 
system except insofar as they affect the quality of federal operations 
and revenue requirements. 


Operating requirements of the financial system 


Though the national banking system rapidly became the most important 
part of the post—Civil War financial structure, many finance capitalists 
opposed the system’s very creation.”* In the two years before the end of 
the war, the senior, money-center banks in New York continued to view 
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their junior national bank brethren with suspicion. This critical evalua- 
tion of the system’s promise was shared by Hunt’s, which contended that 
the new institutions did not appear to conduct “much business beyond 
the receipt and distribution of the public money” and, in fact, argued 
that “some of them are mere loan offices, and agents of the government, 
and will not survive the present borrowing exigencies” of the Treasury.?* 

Several factors account for the early hostility of New York banks to 
the new national bank system. In the first place, before the war the money- 
center institutions had largely regulated themselves under New York state 
law. Banks belonging to the New York Clearing House had imposed 
even stiffer, additional reserve requirements than the already strict statute 
required and thus viewed their self-policing autonomy as strengthening 
the financial system as a whole. Furthermore, while many other states 
might and, in fact, did enact comparatively lax standards for their banks, 
New York money-center institutions were free to “throw out’ the cur- 
rency of poorly organized banks and otherwise refuse to associate with 
them. Under the new national bank system, the financial community 
feared: (1) a loss of the autonomy that allowed the money-center insti- 
tutions to police themselves; (2) the imposition of relatively low regu- 
latory standards that would significantly increase instability in the 
financial system; and (3) the compulsory integration of undercapitalized, 
weak institutions into the banking system on the same terms as stronger 
ones. When newly organized or rechartered banks began to join the 
federal system, the financial community could not help but see the division 
within their ranks as leading to the worst of all possible worlds, a situation 
in which the new system would be strong enough to survive but too 
weak to reform or replace previous arrangements. Financial policy, al- 
ready almost anarchic, would become even more uncoordinated and 
chaotic. 

Once the prohibitive tax on the currency of state-chartered banks was 
enacted, however, even the money-center institutions in New York joined 
the new system and the financial community began to take a proprietary 
interest in the system’s maintenance.*? Once the recalcitrant state- 
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chartered banks were effectively prohibited from issuing currency, almost 
all of them converted to the new system. By this time the original 1863 
organizing statute had been strengthened by an 1864 revision and reg- 
ulatory standards were as high as or higher than the requirements im- 
posed by any state. In regulations intended to keep their assets highly 
liquid, federal institutions were prohibited from investing in or holding 
mortgages on real estate aside from property necessary for them to con- 
duct their business.** Furthermore, federal regulations governed their 
organization and capital structure and Treasury examiners required reg- 
ular reports on financial condition and inspected bank records on the 
premises. These features of the new system combined with the lucrative 
return on government bonds, national bank notes, and Treasury deposits 
to make banking in the federal system both profitable and, compared to 
the previous state-chartered organization, very secure.’ As Hunt's de- 
scribed the situation in 1867, “our National Banks, if founded on a sound 
basis and conducted with ordinary ability, could scarcely fail to prove 
extremely remunerative, and we have yet to hear of the first instance in 
which any National Bank, organized on real capital, has got into diffi- 
culties, except by the misconduct of its servants.”’** 

Even after the financial community adopted the national bank system 
as its own, the structure still possessed serious flaws. The major deficiency 
was the inelasticity of the currency with respect to the harvest cycle. 
Ideally, a nation in which agricultural production constituted a large 
portion of all economic activity should have had a money supply that 
expanded to meet increased seasonal demand and contracted when de- 
mand was slack. Under the gold standard and the state-chartered orga- 
nization of the banks, currency elasticity was introduced by redemption 
of bank currency either across the counter or at the window of money- 
center correspondent banks. Even the currency of the strongest banks 
had some risk and, rather than hold reserves in the form of the notes of 
other banks, institutions would trade paper currency for gold. Asa result, 
currency would flow back into the vaults of their issuing banks and, once 
returned, state banks, particularly those in the country, found it more 
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difficult to reissue their notes during periods of comparatively low com- 
mercial activity in early summer or winter. Thus the currency automat- 
ically contracted to meet seasonal fluctuations in demand. 

Under the national bank system, greenbacks replaced gold as the form 
of money into which notes would be redeemed and the notes themselves 
were secured by government bonds. As a result, the solvency of the banks 
was no longer a factor in the acceptance of their notes (since the Treasury 
deposits guaranteed that the notes would be redeemed if the bank failed). 
Furthermore, both the greenbacks and the bank notes were almost equiv- 
alent in the sense that both ultimately represented government obliga- 
tions, the greenbacks directly and the notes indirectly through the bonds 
deposited with the Treasury.”” Greenbacks still had some advantage in 
that they could satisfy government reserve requirements, but this marginal 
difference was not enough to drive bank notes home during slack 
demand.” 

For these reasons, a redemption mechanism for notes did not emerge 
naturally out of the restructuring of the bank system. Both the Treasury 
and the financial community recognized the need for such a mechanism 
(for one thing, it would discourage the overextension of call loans to the 
stock exchange during slack seasons and thus alleviate the danger of 
contraction during the spring and fall months), but neither the govern- 
ment nor private bankers desired a government solution.”? A workable 


97. Note that, if the United States had been on a gold standard, greenbacks would have 
been redeemable in specie. If, under those conditions, there had been any doubt 
concerning the government's ability to honor legal tender notes, bank notes might 
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solution to the problem, however, never emerged from proposals to pri- 
vately organize a redemption center, and the federal government finally 
established a mechanism in 1874. 

An equally serious problem involved the quantity of bank circulation 
and the regional distribution of note-issuing authority. A stable ceiling 
on the quantity of currency in circulation was a minimum condition for 
resumption of the gold standard, a high priority in the financial com- 
munity for many reasons (see below). At the same time, the devastation 
wrought by the Civil War left the South almost totally unrepresented in 
the national banking system, a situation that needed rectification for both 
financial and political reasons. A politically directed redistribution of 
banking capacity, however, threatened to upset the “natural” distribution 
of financial resources. A potential solution to the problem was to allow 
national bank formation and note issuance to proceed whenever and 
wherever applicants satisfied regulatory requirements. Because that so- 
lution would inflate the supply of bank notes, it was often coupled with 
proposals to contract greenback circulation. Such proposals, however, 
faced another hurdle. Because bank notes had to be redeemed in green- 
backs (and reserves maintained in that form of money), greenback con- 
traction had obvious limits. As greenbacks became scarce relative to bank 
notes, the supply of greenbacks would become too small to serve as 
reserves for bank deposits and circulating notes. Thus, a combination of 
national bank note expansion with greenback contraction would tend to 
destabilize the financial system by increasing the likelihood of stringency 
in the nation’s money markets. Because the problems posed by the poor 
regional distribution of note-issuing authority, resumption of the gold 
standard, and the relative proportions of greenback and bank note cir- 
culation were intricately interwoven, the financial community was ex- 
tremely wary of a politically imposed reform. 

If a ceiling on bank note circulation was maintained, the broader issue 
of greenback contraction and specie resumption was easier to deal with 
but still presented serious difficulties. Both the government and the fi- 
nancial community favored a policy of contraction in order to prepare 
the financial system for resumption. Greenback contraction both reduced 
the outstanding obligations of the government that would have to be 
redeemed in specie and, indirectly, encouraged a necessary deflation of 
the American price structure to levels in line with European states.'®° In 
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his Annual Report for 1865, Secretary McCulloch noted that “the con- 
servative bankers of the country are quite unanimously in favor of a 
curtailment of the currency, with a view to an early return to specie 
payments,” and he announced that contraction would proceed with that 
goal in mind. In one of his reports in 1866, Revenue Commissioner David 
Wells similarly called for “contraction, pure and simple, without artifice 
or indirection.” The secretary single-mindedly pursued his program and, 
as a consequence, clumsily aggravated seasonal stringency in the money 
market for several years running. Fearing recession or worse, Congress 
ended the secretary’s program with a flat suspension on further contrac- 
tion. Trying to put the best interpretation on this legislative setback, 
Hunt’s argued that “Congress intended... to forbid the abuses of con- 
traction rather than to stop contraction itself or to condemn the country 
forever to the miseries of a redundant, depreciated, irredeemable 
circulation.””"*" 

Throughout the postwar period the financial community sought a so- 
lution to the greenback problem. Possible answers had to satisfy several 
requirements. On the one hand, the Treasury could not be depended 
upon if the government was assigned a major discretionary role in con- 
traction. The experience with McCulloch’s heavy-handed withdrawal 
was enough to convince most objective observers that such a path to 
resumption held more risk than reward. Without positive action by the 
Treasury, however, a workable contraction policy was almost impossible 
to devise. Although greenbacks would automatically collect in govern- 
ment vaults as a result of the chronic budgetary surplus, the Treasury 
had to release most of them back into circulation to prevent financial 
collapse. Furthermore, this release had to be synchronized with the har- 
vest cycle in such a way as to deeply involve the Treasury in the currency 
supply even in the absence of a long-term contraction policy. Thus a 
workable contraction policy appeared to combine preservation of the 
government’s ability to moderate seasonal stringency through temporary 
intervention with a slow, predictable reduction of the currency over the 
long term. 

With these considerations in mind, Hunt’s had welcomed the limit of 
$4 million per month placed on the rate of contraction by Congress in 
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1866: “Contraction of the currency is necessary. But to contract violently 
is impossible. To make the leap at once would engulf the whole country 
in bankruptcy. ... The right way is to diminish the volume of our cir- 
culating money by slow degrees.”*°* Several years later, the journal rec- 
ommended that further contraction be postponed for a year and suggested 
a long-term program of permanently retiring mutilated or worn out green- 
backs (rather than replacing them in circulation). Such a policy “would 
produce an imperceptible contraction, which would frighten nobody, and 
yet would have a great effect on the value of the currency within two or 
three years.”"* 

Another possibility was to allow economic activity to ““grow up” to 
the currency. By retaining a ceiling on greenbacks and national bank 
notes, economic expansion would gradually deflate the domestic price 
structure to a point where resumption of specie payments would be 
possible.'°* The rapid pace of northern industrial development and west- 
ern settlement made this alternative attractive. In addition, as the South 
reentered the economic system, the region absorbed vast quantities of 
bank notes and greenbacks.*°* Much of the currency sent into the states 
of the former Confederacy failed to return North until utterly worn out 
from use. Several factors explain the South’s heavy reliance on cash. First, 
in the absence of banking facilities, much of the population hoarded 
currency as a means of savings and transacted business in cash that in 
the North might have been done by check. As the southern economy 
began its slow recovery from the war, cash flowed into the region and 
was captured either in these hoards or in indigenous circulation. Perhaps 
even more important was the change wrought by the war in the way the 
economy was organized. As Hunt’s observed, the former slave population 
“being no longer fed and clothed by the planter with goods obtained on 
credit and paid for in cotton, but hired on wages which they individually 
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expend, now handle a large amount of currency in the aggregate. In fact, 
nearly the whole business of the South has been changed from a system 
of credit and barter into one of exchanges of commodities effected 
through a circulating medium.’””*** Though a much slower process than 
other paths to resumption, this passive reliance on economic expansion 
and growing southern involvement in cash markets would reach that goal 
without additional Treasury activity. Given the hazards associated with 
overt governmental intervention and the political opposition to any re- 
tirement of greenbacks then in circulation, many members of the financial 
community viewed the natural deflation associated with economic growth 
as an effective substitute. This process more or less describes how re- 
sumption was in fact achieved.*°” 

Aside from the contraction question, the greenback currency posed 
several additional issues. Greenbacks owed their initial acceptance by the 
public to the fact that they were made a legal tender for almost all public 
and private obligations. In 1870, the Supreme Court ruled that the cur- 
rency was not legal tender for obligations and contracts made before the 
Civil War broke out.‘°* Noting that the decision would probably place 
at least $350 million in state, municipal, and railroad bonds on a specie- 
paying basis as well as potentially requiring prewar deposits and insur- 
ance policies to be paid in gold, the major financial journals welcomed 
the development as a major step toward resumption and as a sensible 
constraint on federal authority over private contracts.'® A year later, the 
Supreme Court reversed its previous decision in what the Chronicle 
termed “beyond question one of the most deplorable events in American 
history.” The journal noted that the appointment of two new justices by 
President Grant had made reversal possible and asserted that the new 
members of the court were “well known as members and counsel of great 
railway corporations . . . [and] were known to have formed and expressed 
an opinion adverse to the recent decision of the Court” before they were 
elevated to the bench. Since the railroads that had previously employed 
these justices owed large sums of prewar debt that could, under the legal 
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tender act, be repaid in depreciated greenbacks, the Chronicle argued 
that corporate interests had tainted the court’s second decision."*® 

In addition to constraining governmental power generally, the financial 
community wanted to use the Supreme Court’s original legal tender de- 
cision to enable the enforcement of specie-based contracts. While such 
contracts, specifying payment in gold, were already being made, they 
were not enforceable in federal courts as long as the legal tender act was 
in effect. In keeping with its rather jaundiced view of the impact of 
government policies on economic stability, finance capital consistently 
favored the removal of private contracts from a dependence on the ever- 
fluctuating value of the Union greenback. 

Besides greenback contraction and resumption, the other major fiscal 
problem facing the financial community was the large bonded indebt- 
edness of the government. On this issue, David Wells represented the 
views of finance capital when he urged that budgetary surpluses be ded- 
icated first to the simplification and reduction of the revenue structure, 
then to a contraction of the paper currency preparatory to resumption, 
and only last to a reduction of the bonded debt.''' After the war ended, 
Treasury policy went through two phases. In the first, the government 
undertook the consolidation of a large variety of short-term notes, bonds, 
and certificates of indebtedness into bonds with medium-term maturities. 
This phase was largely finished by 1868 and the Treasury subsequently 
moved to refund the outstanding debt in long-term bonds with substan- 
tially lower rates of interest. Since these bonds would be attractive to 
potential purchasers only if the United States were to resume the gold 
standard before the bonds matured, the success of the refunding program 
was linked to progress toward resumption (not achieved until 1879). As 
a result, refunding went very slowly and was not finished until after 
Reconstruction had ended."** The financial community consistently crit- 
icized the government for retiring too many bonds (and not enough 
greenbacks), for purchasing bonds at the wrong time of the year, and 
for prematurely attempting a major restructuring of the debt. On all of 
these issues, financiers generally viewed fiscal policy from a much longer 
time perspective than did government agents. 


Resumption of the gold standard 


The most serious deficiency in the workings of the postwar financial 
system was the paper money standard upon which the domestic economy 
110. May 6, 1871, pp. 551-3. 
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operated. While some advantages could be traced to the use of green- 
backs, the liabilities far outweighed the assets. For one thing, the green- 
back system compelled the Treasury to conduct open-market operations 
for which the department had neither the talent nor, it appeared at times, 
the inclination. After appraising the destabilizing potential of Treasury 
operations and focusing on the systemic requirements of the money mar- 
ket, finance capitalists thus endorsed the gold standard as a means of 
insulating the financial system from the good intentions of Treasury 
secretaries who were little more than party hacks." 

Resumption of the gold standard was an antistatist development for 
several reasons. In the first place, the monetary regime imposed by specie 
payments placed control over the supply of currency beyond the reach 
of the central state. The amount of money in circulation changed as the 
nation’s trade position in the world economy was altered through the 
import and export of goods and capital investment. As compensation for 
trade deficits and surpluses, gold flowed out of or into the domestic 
economy and thus altered the supply of money without government 
action. In contrast, a paper standard in domestic transactions within an 
international economy based on gold was equivalent to a system of float- 
ing exchange rates in which the currency supply was under the direct 
control of the central government.'** 

Resumption of the gold standard was not a statist development in 
another, related respect. Resumption of specie payments would expose 
the domestic economy to the exogenous impact of specie flows in the 
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larger, world system and, indirectly, to the potential influence of the 
leading economic power (in this case, Britain). Adherence to a gold stan- 
dard might be state-enhancing for the leading economic power in that a 
marginal increase in that state’s ability to influence economic conditions 
in other nations might compensate for a major loss of direct control over 
the domestic economy.''’ In such cases, adherence could plausibly be a 
statist feature of the treasury operations of a major power. For all nations 
other than the market center, however, specie payments significantly 
circumscribed economic autonomy within the world system. For the 
United States, this meant allowing Britain to play a role in determining 
American economic conditions. 

Finance capitalists were not reluctant to expose the American economy 
to a gold-based international order for several reasons. For one, the 
British political system was widely admired as a more sophisticated and 
mature state than the younger and more democratic U.S. government. 
To the extent that resumption would transfer power from the United 
States to the United Kingdom, financiers expected better results from the 
systemic orientation of the Bank of England than the haphazard and 
poorly executed policies of the U.S. Treasury. Closer to home, that large 
fraction of the financial community engaged in the management of the 
nation’s export/import trade strongly preferred a gold standard for more 
practical reasons. An autonomous paper system made trade operations 
far more complicated and entailed greater risk than an integrated gold 
standard because merchants were continually forced to translate green- 
backs into British sterling and back again in order to complete foreign 
transactions. In order to hedge their operating margin against changes 
in the exchange rate, they also became heavily involved in the sometimes 
volatile futures market of the gold exchange. If the United States resumed 
specie payments, such operations would become unnecessary.'"® 

Finance capitalists possessed several other plausible, self-interested rea- 
sons for supporting resumption. Many of them held large creditor po- 
sitions in the economy and would benefit from a program of deflation. 
Investors with large holdings of long-term bonds were well situated in 
this respect. Stockholders in the national banks, with their illiquid de- 
posits of government bonds in the Treasury vaults, were even more com- 
mitted to deflation than other creditors. These interests were strongly 
represented in the financial community and may have been a decisive 
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factor in preventing a simple devaluation of the currency (as a short-cut 
to specie payments that would have eliminated the need for radical de- 
flation).''” Even so, most members of the financial community did not 
depend on passive, long-term investments for their livelihood, and re- 
sumption thus carried little promise of material gain in the form of capital 
appreciation. Instead, their income came from the rapid exchange of one 
kind of financial asset for another in which their return arose out of 
commissions or speculative profits. Within the frenetic, high-risk markets 
in which these finance capitalists operated, systemic stability was a much 
more important consideration in their support for resumption than cap- 
ital appreciation. 

An equally plausible motive, at least on its face, might have been that 
the financial community sought power and influence through resumption. 
Two major caveats to this interpretation immediately surface from this 
analysis. First, the discretionary authority assigned to the Treasury under 
the greenback system disappeared, upon resumption, into market pro- 
cesses that individual financiers participated in but did not control. Fur- 
thermore, resumption entailed some transfer of influence from the United 
States to the Bank of England, an institution even more remote from the 
American financial community than was the Treasury. In sum, while the 
Treasury lost influence over the money market under resumption, that 
influence did not flow into the hands of finance capital. Finance capitalists 
opposed Treasury influence over the money market not because they 
wanted that power for themselves but because the government was not 
up to the task. 

While finance capital favored a return to the gold standard, resumption 
had to be the end result of a gradual process of incremental institutional 
adjustments."** A path to resumption that would not threaten the stability 
of the financial system would, under ideal conditions, follow four distinct 
policies. First off, the gold-denominated debt with relatively long-term 
maturities should be left alone. Aside from the consolidation of short- 
term and greenback-denominated securities into longer term gold bonds, 


117. As Richard Timberlake points out, the mint value of the American dollar could have 
been reduced from the prewar value (against British sterling) to the level prevailing 
at the end of the war (after suspension and subsequent inflation). Origins of Central 
Banking, p. 89. Friedman and Schwartz similarly contend that a partial devaluation 
‘would have been preferable to the policy actually followed. Monetary History, p. 82, 
1. 95. Such a reduction would have allowed the immediate resumption of specie 
payments but would have also drastically reduced the gold value of the principal 
and interest on all outstanding dollar-denominated securities. For this reason, it 
appears that devaluation was never actively considered as a resumption strategy. 

118. See, for example, President Grant’s message to Congress in December 1869, reprinted 
in part in Hepburn, History of Currency, pp. 215—16, and Hunt's approving com- 
mentary, January 1870, pp. 12-13. 
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the debt should not be reduced or refunded. In addition, contracts spec- 
ifying payment in gold should become legally binding in the courts. This 
reform would stabilize many transactions by giving them a specie basis 
even before resumption. 

As a third supporting policy, the national banks should be compelled 
to redeem their notes in one or more of the country’s financial centers. 
One proposal was to compel New York banks holding country bank 
deposits to redeem bank notes paid to the government as taxes. Other 
suggestions included private or government organization of a redemption 
agency. The last programmatic requirement was for an automatic and 
gradual contraction of greenback circulation. The most widely cited pro- 
posal was for the partial replacement of existing greenbacks with a new 
issue bearing a low rate of interest. As these issues matured, they would 
be gradually hoarded and taken out of circulation because they would 
become worth more than their face value. A wide consensus considered 
both a rapid reduction of greenbacks and active government direction 
of contraction dangerous alternatives to the status quo.''? Even momen- 
tary reflection on these policy recommendations reveals how far the fi- 
nancial community was from preferring immediate resumption and how 
much more complex their position was than a simple interpretation of 
resumption as a policy intended to deflate the currency and thus favor 
the interests of creditors."*° 


Federal tax structure and revenue collection 


Though the financial community put forward detailed and theoretically 
developed proposals for reform of the national tax structure and modes 
of revenue collection, these issues were only tangentially related to the 
primary political-economic requirements of the financial system. Though 
a massive force in the economy, the revenue machinery moved slowly 
and rarely threatened financial stability. On the other hand, a poorly 
designed tax structure could hinder economic expansion and even throw 
the government budget into deficit. As most finance capitalists viewed 
the postwar situation, the tax structure needed reform but could be 
tolerated as it was. 

The general operating requirements of the financial system placed sev- 


119. For a good summary of the four points of this program, see an article by George 
S. Coe, president of the American Exchange National Bank of New York, in Hunt’s, 
December 1868, pp. 418-20. 

120. Both Unger in the Greenback Era and Sharkey in Money, Class, and Party describe 
the politics of resumption as primarily a struggle between debtors and creditors in 
which financial stability was almost never an issue. 
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eral broad demands on the tax structure. Most important, the tax system 
had to extract enough revenue to produce regular surpluses in the federal 
budget. As we have seen, these surpluses facilitated the Treasury’s coun- 
tercyclical purchases in the bond market by allowing the Treasury to 
pump greenbacks into financial markets during the annual harvest and 
spring contractions. Surpluses also tended to support the government's 
credit in both domestic and foreign markets by giving evidence of the 
American state’s ability to service the national debt. Finally, budgetary 
surpluses enabled progress toward resumption by permitting the Treasury 
to retire (and thus contract) the pool of greenbacks that would otherwise 
have to be redeemed in gold once the gold standard was resumed. Ex- 
traordinarily large surpluses, however, were potentially destabilizing be- 
cause they imposed a serious drag on economic growth and required 
extensive Treasury intervention in the money market in order to dispose 
of vault cash and specie. Since the postwar revenue system was producing 
huge surpluses over government expenditures, one of the primary prior- 
ities of finance capital was to cut taxes. 

Reductions were proposed in each of the three components of the 
revenue structure: the internal revenue system, the income tax (technically 
a part of internal revenue but sufficiently distinct to be treated separately), 
and the tariff. The hundreds of licensing fees, revenue stamps, and excise 
charges that were established under the internal revenue acts of 1862 
and 1864 survived the war.'* Most of these levies cost more to enforce 
than they brought into the Treasury and one of the first reforms proposed 
was to drastically simplify the system by consolidating the struc- 
ture around “luxury” taxes on distilled spirits, fermented liquor, and 
tobacco,"** 

Alcohol taxes, however, were already very high and the revenue col- 
lectors were so easily corrupted that “in districts having honest officials, 
whiskey distillation almost ceased, while in the large cities, where it was 
easy to conduct the business in a dishonest manner, the number of dis- 
tillers ‘wonderfully increased.’ ” As a result, fraud and evasion greatly 
reduced actual revenue from potential collections and spokesmen for the 
financial community, David Wells most prominent among them, called 


121. For a good summary of the internal revenue schedule, see National Almanac, 1864 
(Philadelphia: George Childs, 1864), pp. 90-107. 

122. Ferleger, Wells, pp. 35, 38-9, 52-72; Hunt’s, February 1868, p. 113; September 
1869, p. 177; Chronicle, August 26, 1871, p. 263; for a general review of the period, 
see Bolles, Financial History, pp. 398-444. While the elimination of most taxes was 
strongly favored by the financial community, the permanent renunciation of the 
right to tax was not. See, for example, Hunt’s condemnation of a proposal to 
renounce federal taxing authority over income from Treasury bonds as the product 
of “a very dangerous principle” (January 1868, p. 24~5). 
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for a “scientific” reduction of levies (to encourage compliance), civil 
service reform of appointments of revenue officers, and a reduction in 
the “army of officials” then enforcing the large number of unnecessary, 
“mischievous” taxes. When alcohol taxes were reduced in 1868, revenue 
from this source in fact increased.*** 

The tariff provided the gold with which the Treasury paid interest on 
the national debt and also, when reduced to a greenback basis, produced 
more than half (51 percent) of all federal revenue between 1865 and 
1871.'** While customs collections had to be maintained, the greater part 
of the tariff schedule produced little or no net revenue to the government. 
David Wells, for example, estimated that two-thirds of the items subject 
to duty could be placed on the free list without substantially impairing 
revenue. As was the case with internal revenue, financial community 
spokesmen recommended a consolidation of collections around the rel- 
atively few goods (such as coffee and sugar) that produced the bulk of 
the revenue. This orientation made many finance capitalists indifferent 
or hostile to protectionism, which they viewed as unjustified by industrial 
conditions and as an obstruction to the natural flow of trade.'*’ In taking 
this position, the financial community again opposed the expansion of 
central state capacity by constraining the government's ability to reshape 
the domestic economy.'** The free-trade policy they supported exposed 
national development to the trade patterns and commercial pressures of 
the world economy. 


Federal operations and expenditures 


For reasons that can be traced to both the Treasury’s blunders in money 
market operations and inefficient, often fraudulent revenue collection, 


123. Bolles, Financial History, p. 419, 421; Chronicle, August 26, 1871, p. 263; Ferleger, 
Wells, pp. 113-14. 

124. Calculated from quarterly data on collections in Paul B. Trescott, ‘Federal Gov- 
ernment Receipts and Expenditures, 1861~1875,” Journal of Economic History 26 
(June 1966): 212-13. 

125. Ferleger, Wells, pp. 270-3; Hunt's, February 1866, p. 94; also see, June 1870, 


2 425. 

126. As was the case with resumption, the antistatist orientation of finance capital reflected 
a general lack of confidence in the government (though, because tariff schedules 
were written in Congress, the legislature - not the Treasury — drew criticism). See, 
for example, this passage from Hunt's: “To read some of the [congressional] debates 
on the pending tariff bill no man would suspect that either the people at large or 
the Treasury had any concern in taxation. The pig-iron furnaces, the sheep-raisers, 
the cotton and woolen mills, the shipping trade, the salt, coal, lead, and copper 
miners, and the theorists upon free trade and protection, all have their representatives 
...” (May 1870, p. 373); for a similar interpretation of postwar tariff politics, see 
Ferleger, Wells, pp. 129-82. 
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finance capital almost unanimously supported civil service reform of 
government appointments. As the Commercial and Financial Chronicle 
explained: 


A place in the Custom House or in the Internal Revenue is too often 
given as a reward to some useful political tool who wants an office 
because he will not or cannot get his living by ordinary business... 
we give to these officers so selected by this faulty method, as much 
discretion, as much power over the purse of the citizen and the 
revenue of the Government, as if they were the most honest of men. 
Indeed we give them so much discretion, we confide in them so large 
a measure of power, that if they were honest at the start they would 
be very likely to get corrupted by the greed and insolence, the op- 
portunities and immunity of office.'*” 


This strong opposition to patronage appointment put financiers in open 
conflict with one of the paramount needs of the Republican party as a 
political organization. 

Another source of conflict with the party was the financial community’s 
insistence on “the most rigid economy in every department of govern- 
mental administration.” A general retrenchment of expenditures prom- 
ised to both further secure the budgetary surpluses of the postwar years 
and allow, at the same time, a reduction and simplification of the tax 
structure. With those goals in mind, finance journals and other spokesmen 
proposed that Congress and the administration turn a “‘deaf ear” to 
projects involving land “grants to railroads under any conditions what- 
ever,” subsidization of steamship companies, “bounties” to Civil War 
veterans, purchases of foreign territory (such as Alaska), expansion of 
civil employment (reductions were indicated here), military spending (re- 
ductions indicated here, too), and rivers and harbors improvement."** 

Though difficult to attribute directly to the operating requirements of 
the financial system, this blanket condemnation of central state activity 
can be traced to the negative fiscal implications of growing federal ex- 
penditures, the constraining effect of taxation on economic expansion, 
and the lack of integrity and competence of many civil employees. In 
general, the political-economic requirements of the financial system added 
up to something close to a classically liberal economic philosophy of free 
trade, open markets, and a central state of distinctly limited powers.'*? 
The most significant exceptions to this regimen involved facilitating state 


127. August 23, 1873, p. 239; also see, Ferleger, Wells, p. 41. 

128. Hunt's, August 1869, p. 128; December 1869, pp. 440-1; Chronicle, November 25, 
1871, p. 685; July 29, 1876, pp. 99-100; Ferleger, Wells, pp. 40, 75-7, 108. 

129. For a parallel, more cultural interpretation, see Unger, Greenback Era, p. 138. 
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intervention in the workings of the financial system itself: the regulatory 
direction of the national bank system, prospective resumption of the gold 
standard, and the distinctly mixed blessing of countercyclical operations 
in the money market. 

During Reconstruction, finance capital was forced to contemplate a 
relatively primitive central state that was little more than an extension 
of the political party that had enabled it to survive the Civil War. The 
federal government did not possess the administrative capacity to manage 
the interests of finance capital or maintain the financial system. Such 
tasks, later to be seen by some scholars as the functional characteristics 
of a mature “capitalist state,” were not associated with the federal gov- 
ernment in the postwar years. In the latter part of the nineteenth century, 
individuals who could conceive of tax revenue as the extraction of surplus 
from the production process or as an income stream dependent on the 
state-managed health of the capitalist economy almost universally con- 
sidered the federal government incapable of actively promoting economic 
development. Given the reality they faced, this conclusion underpinned 
an entirely rational and well-considered interpretation of the operating 
requirements of the financial system. 

Thus radical reconstruction of the South can be interpreted as anti: 
thetical to the contemporary interests of finance capital for a number of 
reasons. First, radical proposals promised the postponement of a pa 
fication of the plantation economy which was essential to the reestab- 
lishment of cotton production (which, in turn, was essential to specie 
importation through foreign exchange operations). Second, a moderate 
to high level of government expenditures was a necessary requirement 
for cohesion within the Republican coalition. Since the party was the 
political agent of Reconstruction, survival of the Republican coalition 
was essential to reorganization of the southern political economy. Thus, 
an active Reconstruction policy expanded the fiscal requirements of the 
state in two ways: directly by requiring spending for military adminis- 
tration and subsidization of loyal elements in the South and indirectly 
by requiring spending for benefits to important elements of the national 
Republican coalition, such as federally financed projects for internal de- 
velopment, political patronage created by federal employment, and direct 
subsidization of railroad expansion. 

These fiscal requirements, in turn, both retarded the dismantling of 
the internal revenue system created during the Civil War and postponed 
resumption of the gold standard. Although the Republican party sought 
to reconcile these goals with Reconstruction policy, the party’s success 
in maintaining its coalition was accompanied by policy failure; radical 
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efforts to reconstruct the South had largely collapsed by 1871 and the 
gold standard was not resumed until 1879. But in order to connect the 
politics of Reconstruction and resumption of the gold standard, we now 
turn to examination of the ways in which finance policy and Reconstruc- 
tion were linked in congressional decision making. 


5 


Legislation, the Republican 
party, and finance capital 
during Reconstruction 


Reconstruction failed for several broadly related reasons. Perhaps most 
important, internal contradictions within the Republican coalition 
emerged as the various wings of the party both achieved their prewar 
goals and pressed for additional policy concessions in the postwar period. 
As the interests of the different factions diverged, the party lost the 
revolutionary zeal that had attended its role as the agent of Union survival 
and increasingly became a broker organization within which political 
allies narrowly construed their interests. Factional infighting in the Re- 
construction period also made the loyalty of each group to the Republican 
party more contingent upon the realization of their programmatic goals. 
In this new political environment, none of the major factions had a direct 
interest in radical Reconstruction save southern Republicans. Even the 
latter backed radical policies only as long as there existed some possibility 
that the national government might back up their tenuous hold on the 
South. As northern support for Reconstruction waned, however, even 
these southern Republicans sought their own separate accommodation 
with former Confederate nationalists. 

The establishment of an indigenous loyalist group within the bounds 
of the Confederacy presented a dilemma for the Republicans from which 
they never escaped. On the one hand, the freedman could successfully 
resist resurgent Confederate nationalists only if a thorough redistribution 
of southern wealth made blacks economically independent of white plan- 
tation owners and merchants. On the other hand, state-sponsored con- 
fiscation of land owned by Confederate nationalists threatened to create 
new, even wider class challenges to property rights. These challenges 
might spread to southern white yeomen and northern workers as the 
latter groups realized that the state might also redistribute wealth into 
their hands as well as those of freedmen. To avoid both abandoning 
freedmen and aggravating wider class cleavages, the Republican party 
ultimately relied on military occupation as the major prop for southern 
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loyalists, a solution that would have been workable only if the state had 
permanently committed much larger forces to its attainment (see Chap- 
ter 6). 

Both the fragmentation of the Republican party and the failure to 
establish the economic and political independence of freedmen eventually 
provoked widespread opposition to radical Reconstruction policies. Be- 
cause of their interests in financial stability, the resumption of the gold 
standard, the reestablishment of cotton cultivation, and the administra- 
tive capacity of the Treasury, finance capitalists became the Republican 
faction most hostile to continued federal intervention in the southern 
political system.‘ Against their opposition, southern Republicans and a 
dwindling number of radical Northerners were just no match. In the 
dismantling of Reconstruction, military administration of the South rap- 
idly became little more than another arena in which factional interests 
were adjusted and compromised. In the process, the problem of per- 


1. The historical literature on the postwar path to resumption of the gold standard tends 
to see the period as defined by financial and monetary policy questions, particularly 
those concerning legal tender notes (greenbacks). The literature on Reconstruction, on 
the other hand, interprets the postwar period as one dominated by questions of sectional 
reconciliation and the political impact of southern white resurgence in the South. The 
argument of this chapter attempts to integrate these two “eras,” coterminous in time 
yet separately interpreted in history, within a state-centered political-economic frame- 
work. The most recent, comprehensive treatment of Reconstruction is Eric Foner’s 
Reconstruction: America’s Unfinished Revolution, 1863-1877 (New York: Harper & 
Row, 1988). Foner recognizes the importance of financial policy as an oblique and 
divisive influence on Republican party cohesion and, thus, on the trajectory of Re- 
construction. However, in his interpretation, financial issues are largely confined to 
currency questions, which are not integrated into his description of Reconstruction as 
a political process. See Foner, pp. 311, 478, 487, 489, 521-3, and 557. Earlier, Robert 
P. Sharkey proposed that “high protectionist”/“soft money” attitudes were closely 
correlated with “radical” Republicanism but did not clearly explain why this would 
be the case of present much evidence that the relationship held in congressional decision 
making. Money, Class, and Party: An Economic Study of Civil War and Reconstruction 
(Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1967). Though critical of Sharkey’s con- 
clusions, Michael Les Benedict briefly suggests a similar connection but does not 
elaborate. A Compromise of Principle: Congressional Republicans and Reconstruction, 
1863-1869 (New York: W. W. Norton, 1974), pp. 48-56, 262-5, and 275—6. The 
most influential work from the currency perspective, Irwin Unger’s The Greenback 
Era: A Social and Political History of American Finance, 1865-1879 (Princeton, N.J.: 
Princeton University Press, 1964), almost entirely ignores the swirling politics of Re- 
construction in an otherwise comprehensive interpretation of the period. While pre- 
senting superficially differing interpretive approachs, both the Unger and Sharkey 
works on Reconstruction monetary policy articulate positions generally consistent with 
those put forward here. When Unger accused Sharkey of “economic determinism,” 
the latter replied, accurately, that their two interpretations were much closer than 
Unger allowed: “While admitting the importance and even fascination of ideas and 
ethics, | would argue that Professor Unger has shown few if any cases where these 
have diverged from actual economic interests.” See Unger, Greenback Era, pp. 3-9, 
and Sharkey, Money, Class, and Party, pp. 11-12, 290-311. 
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manently establishing an indigenous loyalist group within the South — a 
broad statist goal connected to the conflation of party and state during 
the war — was transformed into mere tactics by which the resurgence of 
former Confederate nationalists in regional and national politics was to 
be postponed. 

The characterization of the political landscape presented in this chapter 
is based on a few simple assumptions concerning congressional behavior. 
These assumptions concern the way in which congressmen representing 
different types of districts were sensitive to the pressure of local elites or 
subject to mass-based electoral influence, both arising out of their dis- 
tricts’ relative position in the larger political economy. The accuracy with 
which these assumptions actually describe congressional behavior is sub- 
sequently examined with reference to a representative selection of leg- 
islative decisions on major financial issues (including separate analyses 
of revenue and expenditure policy). From this evidence, a general inter- 
pretation of the role of finance capital in shaping Republican party politics 
is suggested and related to the failure of Reconstruction. Because serious 
efforts to remake the southern political economy largely ceased by 1871 
(some would say even earlier), this investigation is limited to the Thirty- 
ninth, Fortieth, and Forty-first Congresses (1865—71).* 


Major sectors in the Reconstruction political economy 


During the six years following the end of the Civil War, the American 
political system continued to be rent by massive cleavages that threatened 
the very foundations of national unity. The deepest division remained 
that separating the former slave states, both Confederate and border, 
from the North. The southern regions of the nation occupied a unique 
position in the political economy in at least three respects: (1) the presence 
of a large separatist population that remained unreconciled to federal 
sovereignty and operated to some extent outside the confines of routine 
electoral practice; (2) the plantation regime that, through the cultivation 
of cotton, produced most of American exports in international trade; 
and (3) a war-devastated economy that, despite some recovery, remained 
a stagnant, peripheral region in the American system. Although military 
occupation and dependence on federal protection significantly softened 
the opposition of southern and border Republicans, the region rapidly 


2. Inhis thorough treatment of the impact of southern Reconstruction on national politics, 
Terry L. Seip observes, “The fate of southern Republicans was probably sealed with 
the [Reconstruction] plan adopted in 1867.” The South Returns to Congress: Men, 
Economic Measures, and Intersectional Relationships, 1868—1879 (Baton Rouge: Lou- 
isiana State University Press, 1983), p. 275. 
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reassumed a national position as the major antagonist of the northern 
Republican party.* 

Northern Republicans were themselves seriously divided by rifts that 
paralleled major fractures in the nation’s political economy. When Trea- 
sury Secretary McCulloch appointed a three-person commission to study 
federal revenue policy, for example, he insisted that the “different sections 
be represented as far as practicable.” The first person he recruited, David 
Wells, represented the rentier capitalists and textile manufacturers of 
Massachusetts. The second was Stephen Colwell, a Pennsylvania iron 
manufacturer and ardent protectionist. The last appointment, chosen in 
opposition to Wells’s preference for an exclusively eastern panel, was a 
western agrarian Democrat from Illinois, Samuel Hayes.* McCulloch’s 
attempt to balance the commission reflected political reality, the division 
of the northern political economy into major sectors composed of finance 
capital, tariff-sensitive industrial manufacturers, and rapidly expanding 
agrarian settlements in the West. These were the interests that contested 
most consistently and powerfully for control over the financial policy of 
the central government. While the three sectors overlapped to some extent 
and some regions possessed a mixed economic base not closely associated 
with any of the three, most congressional districts can easily be placed 
into a theoretical framework based on these distinctions. 

The central concern of the financial community was the stability and 
smooth workings of the New York money market. That market involved 
the nexus between the mobilization of capital (as exemplified by the 
national bank system) and the transformation of liquid capital into fixed 
investment (as exemplified by the stock exchange). A second nexus con- 
nected foreign trade and capital flow in the world economy to domestic 
commerce, including the conversion of transactions based on the Amer- 
ican paper system into the international gold standard. Within the fi- 
nancial community, the most broad-based, organized group was 
composed of the officers and shareholders of the national bank system. 
Estimated at over 200,000 in number by the comptroller of the currency, 
these financiers controlled over one-quarter of the entire public and pri- 
vate debt of the United States in 1866. In 1869, these banking institutions 
formed a national association in order to facilitate the development of a 
common program and a coordinated response to increasing inflationary 


3. For an extensive discussion of the conflicting partisan and economic interests that made 
congressional policy choices so difficult for southern Republicans during Reconstruc- 
tion, see Seip, South Returns to Congress, pp. 136-294. 

4. Herbert Ronald Ferleger, David A. Wells and the American Revenue System, 1865— 
1870 (New York: Private printing, 1942; reprinted Philadelphia: Porcupine Press, 
1977), Pp. 22-8; for a more recent tripartite interpretation of the Reconstruction era 
political economy, see John G. Sprout, The Best Men: Liberal Reformers in the Gilded 
‘Age (New York: Oxford University Press, 1968), p. 171. 
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sentiment in the larger political system. In recognition of their central 
role within the financial community and the Republican party, the pres- 
ence of national banks has been used in this analysis as the defining 
characteristic in the designation of individual congressional districts as 
potentially susceptible to the influence of finance capital. More exactly, 
districts have been distinguished by their respective per capita shares of 
the note circulation issued to national banks in 1869.° 

Tariff-sensitive industrial manufacturers were of comparable impor- 
tance in the making of postwar financial policy. While some agricultural 
producers (notably wool growers) and a wide variety of manufacturing 
interests benefited from the tariff, the most important group was com- 
posed of iron and steel manufacturers. These producers, particularly those 
from Pennsylvania, played a crucial role in the emergence of the Repub- 
lican party as a national organization. The congressional representatives 
of Pennsylvania “iron-men” were, for example, a decisive force in the 
election of the Republican candidate in the 1859-60 speakership fight 
in the House of Representatives (see Chapter 2). After winning a pro- 
tectionist plank in the platform, Pennsylvania sided with the Republicans 
in the election of Lincoln to the presidency. Subsequently, when the party 
enacted the Morrill tariff in 1861, Pennsylvania iron producers were the 
measure’s most active proponents and visible beneficiaries.’ In postwar 
tariff controversies Pennsylvania iron producers and their representatives 
played such a pivotal role that the state’s very name became synonomous 
with protectionism.” 

The impact of this tariff protection conferred upon domestic iron and 


5. The 1869 data reflect the stable distribution of notes following the rapid conversion 
of state banks to the national system in 1865 and subsequent, lagging issuance of notes 
by the Treasury. Circulation, rather than capital, was used because notes were secured 
by government bonds deposited in the Treasury. These bonds were thus illiquid in- 
vestments and tied the banks directly to the success of federal fiscal policy. While 
national bank circulation has the strong advantages of comparability and accuracy 
(Treasury records of bond deposits were among the best kept accounts in the nation), 
the characteristic does not directly represent other groups within the financial com- 
munity (such as importexport houses). 

6. The 1860 platform plank read, in part, “while providing revenue for the support of 
the general government by duties upon imports, sound policy requires such an ad- 
justment of these imports as to encourage the development of the industrial interest 
of the whole country.” Albert S. Bolles, Financial History of the United States from 
1861 to 1885 (New York: D. Appleton, 1894; reprinted by Augustus M. Kelley, 1969), 
pp. 562-3; Malcolm Rogers Eiselen called the Morrill tariff the “triumph of Penn- 
sylvania protectionism” and gave a good description of the prominent role played by 
the state's iron producers in antebellum tariff politics. The Rise of Pennsylvania Pro- 
tectionism (Philadelphia: Private printing, 1932; reprinted by Porcupine Press, 1974), 
Pp. 266. 

7. For evidence and commentary on the prominence of Pennsylvania iron producers and 
their representatives in Reconstruction tariff politics, sce Ferleger, Wells, pp. 143-8, 
151-2, 154, 157-8, 175, 180, 206, 208, 224, 240-3, 250, 254, 280-5, and 297-8. 
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steel producers was felt throughout the economy because those metals 
were used in the fabrication of the vast majority of all manufactured 
goods. No sector of the economy, however, was more sensitive to the 
increased cost of iron and steel than the railroads. In the frenzied route 
expansion of the late 1860s and 1870s, over one-third of all iron produced 
in the United States was fabricated into rails.’ Congressmen from western 
settlement districts, as well as railroad investors and allied interests, gen- 
erally supported decreases in the iron schedule. Western congressmen 
from areas in the path of proposed rail lines cited the hindering effect of 
the tariff on rail expansion as the reason for their opposition, but the 
tariff generally lowered the prices of agricultural goods relative to those 
prevailing for protected manufacturing production.’ For both reasons, 
tariff protection was detrimental to the interests of western farmers. As 
many contemporary observers noted, the differential impact of tariff 
protection within the northern Republican coalition carried the potential 
for open intraparty warfare.‘° 

Because iron and steel producers were the major beneficiaries of pro- 
tectionism — even to the extent that their political representatives orga- 
nized other interests into the tariff coalition — iron and steel production 
was the simplest and most accurate evidence of tariff-sensitive interests 
in the national political economy. For that reason, iron and steel em- 
ployment (as recorded in the 1870 census) was aggregated by congres- 
sional districts in this analysis and used to designate those representatives 
who, it is deduced, would support protection as part of a broader, in- 
dustrial program in Congress. While this selection understates protariff 
interests in New England and in other smaller regions of the country, 
the salience of iron producers in both tariff politics and financial policy 
during Reconstruction outweighed the advantages of alternative choices.'* 


8. Rails comprised 475,000 of 1,324,000 total iron tonnage in 1869. Peter Temin, “The 
Composition of Iron and Steel Products, 1869-1909,” Journal of Economic History 
23 (December 1963): 451; before the war, total railroad demand for pig-iron pro- 
duction ranged between rs and 21 percent. Paul F. Paskoff, Industrial Evolution: 
Organization, Structure, and Growth of the Pennsylvania Iron Industry, 1750-1860 
(Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1983), p. 120. 

9. For examples of western opposition, see comments by James F. Wilson and John A. 
Kasson, both lowa Republicans, in the Congressional Globe, 39:1:3515, June 30, 
1866, and 39:1:3689, July 9, 1866. Michael Les Benedict suggests that iron producers 
supported government aid to railroads because they “were among their best cus- 
tomers.” A Compromise of Principle, p. 54. Such a policy would also have alleviated 
both railroad and western settlement opposition to protection. On the redistributive 
impact of the tariff from the agricultural to manufacturing sectors, see Jeffrey G. 
Williamson, “Watersheds and Turning Points: Conjectures on the Long-Term Im- 
pact of Civil War Financing,” Journal of Economic History 34 (September 1974): 
536-661. 

10. See, for example, Commercial and Financial Chronicle, July 7, 1866, p. 3- 
11. On the prominent role of the iron interests in finance legisiation, see Unger, Greenback 
Era, pp. 44-119. 
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The rapidly settling stretches of the western and, in a few instances, 
southern periphery composed a third faction within the Republican co- 
alition. Distressed by the prospect of both protectionism and the re- 
sumption of specie payments, these capital-starved regions constantly 
threatened to bolt the party.'* The constituencies classified as settlement 
districts were those in which the number of rural residents (outside cities 
of 10,000 or more people) made up more than two-thirds of the total 
population and, in addition, expanded by more than 25 percent between 
1860 and 1870. This classification designates quite well those areas of 
rapid rural settlement linked with capital importation and railroad de- 
velopment but excludes some districts, most notably those in California, 
that have traditionally been associated with the western frontier in this 
period."? The regulatory requirements of the national bank system dis- 
criminated against these areas of rapid settlement in a number of ways. 
The relatively high capital requirements ($50,000 for banks in cities of 
6,000 or fewer people, for example), prohibitions on mortgages, the 
exclusive note-issuing privileges (which discouraged the formation of 
alternative state-chartered institutions), and the ceiling on the total cir- 
culation of notes (effective between 1866 and 1870) all combined to 
make credit less available to rural sections of the country.'* As a debtor 
region, settlement districts also would suffer under the deflationary re- 
gime imposed by a return to the gold standard. Both hostility to the 
national bank system and a comparative interest in inflating the currency 
gave this faction strong reasons to oppose the program of finance 
capital.'* 


12. The Pacific coast states (California, Nevada, and Oregon) remained on a domestic 
gold standard throughout the Civil War and, though aligned with the remaining 
settlement states on issues such as the tariff and internal development, strongly sup- 
ported resumption of specie payments. In the Pacific rim, however, resumption sen- 
timent was for a rather simple “bullion” system and included opposition to the 
national banking system and other finance policies. For a full, if somewhat diffuse, 
exploration of the general attitude of residents in the Far West, see John A. Ferris, 
The Financial Economy of the United States Illustrated and Some of the Causes which 
Retard the Progress of California Demonstrated (San Francisco: A. Roman and 
Company, 1867; reprinted by Augustus M. Kelley, 1969). 

13. In California, San Francisco bulked too large in the first district and the second and 
third “gold field” districts grew too slowly to qualify as settlement constituencies. 

14. See, for example, Richard Sylla, “Federal Policy, Banking Market Structure, and 
Capital Mobilization in the United States, 1863-191 3,” Journal of Economic History 
29 (December 1969): 657-86. Sylla also maintains thar these conditions raised rural 
interest rates by creating local “monopolistic” environments and, at the same time, 
allowing country banks to export funds to New York City as a ready alternative to 
local investment. Also see, H. Peers Brewer, “Eastern Money and Western Mortgages 
in the 1870s,” Business History Review 50 (Autumn 1976): 356-80. 

15. Robert Sharkey, however, notes that farmers and agrarian organizations were silent 
‘on monetary issues and most financial questions during the early years of Recon- 
struction. Money, Class, and Party, pp. 135—40. 
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Thus, the national political economy can be roughly divided into four 
major sectors. After the South was readmitted into the Union, the largest 
congressional delegation (85 congressmen) was sent to the House of 
Representatives by the former Confederate and border states. A smaller 
number, districts with more than $17.00 per capita in notes issued to 
their national banks, were particularly sensitive to the interests of finance 
capital. The 31 districts that met this criterion were all located in the 
Northeast and two congressmen, both from Baltimore, also represented 
a border state. All constituencies with more than 1 percent of their total 
population employed in iron and steel production were classified as po- 
tentially interested in tariff protection. Of the 27 districts 14 were in 
Pennsylvania and 5 each were located in New York and Ohio. Four of 
these iron and steel districts also fell within the finance category. One 
more was located in the West Virginia panhandle between Pennsylvania 
and Ohio and thus overlapped both the iron and former slave-state cat- 
egories. The settlement category claimed a large number of congressmen, 
46 in the Thirty-ninth and Fortieth Congresses, 45 in the Forty-first 
Congress (after Indiana redistricted). Ten of these districts were located 
in the South and border regions (one each in Georgia and Florida, 5 in 
Missouri, and 3 in Texas). The remainder were almost all found in an 
unbroken block of midwestern territory beyond Ohio. The Northeast 
contained no settlement constituencies and, as might be expected, no 
finance or iron district overlapped the settlement category. In all, 172 of 
the 243 districts in the Reconstruction era House of Representatives fell 
in one or more of these categories. 

Several different concepts of representation undergird the way the ma- 
jor divisions of the political economy have been empirically defined. The 
settlement category, for example, rests on such a broad population base 
that the mode of influence can be viewed as mass electoral politics. To 
a lesser extent, the employment data for the iron and steel designations 
also suggests electoral influence, but the base is so small that elite influence 
was probably the primary route for the transmission of constituency 
interest. The employees of the national banks and the finance community 
generally never comprised a large cross-section of any congressional con- 
stituency (except perhaps in lower Manhattan). Direct elite contact must 
have been the primary vehicle of political influence here. In the South 
and, to a lesser extent, border states, both elite influence and mass-based 
electoral politics shaped congressional behavior, but the region was also 
subject to extraordinary political forces, including direct military rule by 
occupying federal armies; violent intimidation of pro-Union segments of 
the population and other forms of extralegal political activity by elements 
unreconciled to federal sovereignty; and selective admission of “victo- 
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rious” candidates to Congress and the readmission of southern states 
generally. Exogenous political power and bureaucratic authority thus 
joined electoral competition and elite influence in shaping the tumultuous 
political reality in which southern congressmen were forced to operate.'* 

With respect to finance policy, the major parties presented confusing 
and indistinct profiles to the nation. In 1868, for example, Horatio Sey- 
mour, the Democratic candidate for the presidency, was nominated on 
an openly inflationary platform. But Seymour, a former governor of New 
York, was a “hard money man” and campaigned in support of a fiscal 
program much of the financial community must have liked: opposition 
to any change in greenback circulation, resumption of specie payments, 
retrenchment of government expenditures, and an end to military oc- 
cupation of the South (presented as a cut in federal spending).'? Repub- 
licans gave lip service to economy in government but, in practice, utilized 
federal spending for public works projects, military pensions, and railway 
subsidies to hold their coalition together. From the point of view of 
finance capital, the party was profligate in managing Reconstruction and 
setting employment levels in federal agencies. Like the Democrats, the 
Republicans ended up with a gradualist approach to resumption as a 
“default” compromise between violently conflicting preferences within 
the party. In fact, until the Democrats adopted the inflation plank in 
1868, it was they, not the Republicans, who had the stronger claim to 
the “sound finance” title.'* Basically, however, the major parties were 
so internally divided over financial questions that there was little basis 
on which to choose between them as organizations. 

Because the Republicans controlled the government, finance capital 
was compelled to seek influence within the party. In fact, the Republican 
party can be viewed as a hegemonic coalition in the northern section of 
the country. It was a coalition in which each of the major sectors of the 
political economy presented their respective programs and settled their 
differences before facing the opposition party. The iron interests were 
most solidly placed within the party, closely followed by the settlement 
districts with their plans for government-sponsored internal development. 


16. For a good review of southern congressional clections in this period, sce Seip, South 
Returns to Congress, pp. 69-111. Nineteenth-century congressmen were generally 
much more deeply involved in finance and industry than is the case in the modern 
Congress. Bankers, iron producers, and merchants were often found in the ranks of 
Reconstruction Republicans and, to a lesser extent, Democrats and their presence 
blurred distinctions between electoral, elite, and personal interests. For present pur- 

we need only observe the various ways by which the spatial organization of 
the national political economy found expression in the federal legislature, not the 
precise mechanism by which influence was funneled in each case. 

17. Ferleger, Wells, pp. 210-11. 

18. Foner, Reconstruction, p. 487; Sharkey, Money, Class, and Party, p. 281. 
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Finance capital was less committed to the Republicans, and the party’s 
southern members were considered to be no more than clients by their 
northern patrons. This hegemonic, quasistatist organization provided an 
arena in which the major political economic interests worked out a com- 
mon “program” of side payments and compromise policy agreements. 
On some things, such as the tariff and some Reconstruction proposals, 
these agreements were more or less binding on party officials. In other 
areas, most notably finance policy, defections by congressional Repub- 
licans were numerous. Confronting this broad but internally divided 
alliance, the Democrats attempted to pick up strength from defecting 
fragments of the major party coalition, from areas not represented by 
any of the major Republican factions (such as the slow-growing, agrarian, 
and relatively impoverished regions along the northern bank of the Ohio 
River), and, most important, from the return of the plantation elite to 
political dominance in the South.” 

Turning now to an examination of postwar finance, revenue, and ex- 
penditure policies, we find that, in terms of impressing its program upon 
the national political economy, finance capital was probably the most 
successful of the four major factions of the Republican party. With ref- 
erence to central state finance policy, finance capitalists attained most of 
the policy goals they had set in the postwar period, although the interests 
and opposition of other factions and the ever-present Democrats delayed 
their achievement. At the end, we finally take up Reconstruction policies 
specifically and connect finance capital and Republican factionalism to 
the central state’s abandonment of the freedman. 


Congress, finance policy, and the Reconstruction 
political economy 


Scores of roll call votes were recorded in the House of Representatives 
on major finance questions between 1865 and 1871. From this large 
number of votes, ten decisions have been selected according to the fol- 
lowing criteria: (1) that all major finance policies be included in the 
analysis; (2) that the votes represent, as far as possible, the clearest test 
of a finance capital position in their respective policy areas; (3) that the 
votes selected be evenly spaced over the three congresses in which they 
were recorded; and (4) that the minority position on each vote attract 
the support of a sizable fraction of all voting members. Each decision 
related in some way to the operating requirements of the financial system 


19. David Montgomery, Beyond Equality: Labor and the Radical Republicans, 1862— 
1872 (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1967), p. 76. 
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though none was in and of itself essential to the stability and smooth 
operation of the system. Finance capital, in fact, lost several of these 
decisions either in the votes analyzed here or in subsequent political 
contests. The votes are described briefly here in the chronological order 
in which they were recorded and their relationship to the program of the 
financial community is also considered. Analysis of voting alignments 
and a summary discussion of legislative consideration of finance policy 
follow. 

The first of the ten finance policy votes was recorded upon passage of 
what became the Bankruptcy Act of 1867, which nationalized the terms 
and enforcement of debt collection throughout the American economy.”® 
In establishing a process of bankruptcy adjudication in the federal courts, 
the law swept away western and southern statutes that inhibited the 
collection of interstate debt. In this respect, the legislation was important, 
for example, to eastern insurance companies that had invested heavily 
in organized pools of western farm mortgages and to merchants engaged 
in the distribution of imported goods to the nation’s interior. The im- 
mediate impact of the bankruptcy act fell heavily on the former Confed- 
erate states. In fact, at least some northern lenders “hoped to use the 
bankruptcy law to reclaim at least a pittance from ruined debtors in the 
South” and saw the federal statute as a way to prevent peripheral states 
from enacting laws or procedures that would hinder debt collection." 
Bankruptcy petitions were most common in the Arkansas eastern district 
(one petition for every 121 persons), Mississippi northern district (149 
persons), Virginia (264 persons), Alabama middle district (280), and 
Mississippi southern district (287). When allowance is made for the much 
less well-developed commercial network in the southern periphery, the 


20. This vote occurred upon passage of the bankruptcy bill in the House on May 22, 
1866 (Congressional Globe 39:1:2743). Sixty-eight members favored passage (the 
finance capital position), 59 opposed, and 56 members abstained. Representative 
Thomas A. Jenckes of Rhode Island was the primary sponsor and author of the 
statute (see, for example, his summary and refutation of objections to the bill, 
39:1:2742~3, May 22, 1866). For a legislative history, see William H. Barnes, History 
of the Thirty-ninth Congress of the United States (New York: Harper & Brothers, 
1868; reprinted by Negro Universities Press, 1969), p. 554, and Charles Warren, 
Bankruptcy in United States History (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 
1935), Pp. 95-109. This was the third national law on bankruptcy (after 1800 and 
1841 statutes which lasted only a couple of years in each case). 

ax. Lawrence M. Friedman, A History of American Law (New York: Simon and Schuster, 
1974), pp. 480-1; Warren, Bankruptcy, p. 104. Harold D. Woodman estimates the 
outstanding indebtedness of Southerners to northern merchants to be $150 million 
at the end of the Civil War. The greater part of this total can be traced to antebellum 
obligations. King Cotton and His Retainers: Financing and Marketing the Cotton 
Crop of the South, 1800-1925 (Lexington: University of Kentucky Press, 1968), 
p. 203. 
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disproportion in regional rates is even greater than calculations on a per 
capita basis suggest.** 

The second decision analyzed here arose out of efforts by the govern- 
ment to suppress counterfeiting. As we have seen, one of the most im- 
portant changes wrought by the Civil War was the vast expansion of the 
central government’s role in monetary policy and private financial mar- 
kets. One consequence of this expanding involvement was an explosion 
in the sheer number and variety of government securities negotiated in 
the private economy. Under these new conditions, the old counterfeiting 
statutes proved inadequate and the legal branch of the Treasury De- 
partment drafted legislation that would tighten up laws on the fabrication 
of counterfeit securities, ban the possession of government dies and en- 
graving plates, and prohibit the passing of fraudulent instruments posing 
as government obligations in public or private transactions. Reflecting 
the new, postwar order, the scope of the proposed legislation included 
“bond, bill, certificate of indebtedness, certificate of deposit, coupon, 
draft, check, bill of exchange, money order, indorsement, United States 
note, Treasury note, circulating note, postage stamp, [revenue stamp], 
postage stamp note, fractional note, or other obligation or security of 
the United States, or circulating note of any banking association.” Passed 
by a large majority on July 24, 1866, the bill promised to reduce the risk 
of loss from the acceptance of forged or fraudulent securities.*? 

Throughout the postwar period many suggestions for the abolition of 
the national bank system and a concomitant replacement of circulating, 
national bank notes with greenbacks were considered in the House of 
Representatives. The clearest proposal surfaced in the form of a resolution 
directed to the Committee on Banking and Currency. Rising to address 
the chamber on December ro, 1866, the author of this resolution, Rep- 
resentative Lewis W. Ross of Illinois, suggested that the committee “‘in- 


22, “Expenses of Proceedings in Bankruptcy,” Ex. Doc. No. 19: Senate: 43rd Congress, 
1st Session (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1874), Ser. Rec. 1580. 
The data on petitions in some of the districts was estimated by the Department of 
Justice. Repealed in 1878, the practical impact of the bankruptcy act on the nation- 
alization of commercial transactions was ultimately not as important as the parallel 
thrust of judicial reinterpretation of creditor rights by the federal courts, On the 
importance of the federal judicial system to the nationalization of commerce, attempts 
by the individual states of the West and South to prevent interstate collection of 
debts, and general accounts of the sectional hostility and conflict in Congress thereby 
engendered, see Tony A. Freyer, “The Federal Courts, Localism, and the National 
Economy, 1865~1900,” Business History Review $3 (Autumn 1979): 343-633 
Charles W. McCurdy, “American Law and the Marketing Structure of the Large 
Corporation, 1875-1890,” Journal of Economic History 38 (September 1978): 631— 
495 Morton Keller, Affairs of State: Public Life in Late Nineteenth Century America 
(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1977), pp. 172, 184, 421-2. 

23. Congressional Globe 39:1:4095~6. The vote was 89 yea, 25 nay, 67 abstaining, 
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quire into the expediency of withdrawing the national currency and 
winding up the national banks and furnishing the country in lieu of said 
national currency with greenbacks or other currency of similar charac- 
ter.” This measure, as did others before and after, neatly combined west- 
ern agrarian hostility to the bank system with a general predilection for 
an inflationary expansion of greenbacks.** After this resolution was voted 
down, Representative Samuel J. Randall, a Philadelphia Democrat, in- 
troduced legislation pursuing the same goals. Randall’s bill presented 
Hunt’s with an opportunity to express the financial community’s feelings 
on the subject: 


The opinion...is evidently gaining ground in the country and in 
Congress, that the National Bank currency could be assumed by the 
Government without a danger to any business interests of impor- 
tance, and with manifest relief to the burdens of the people.... As 
our appreciation is well known of the important part the national 
banks play in the financial affairs of the country, we need scarcely 
say that we disapprove of the plan set forth in the foregoing bill, 
and think it likely, if adopted, to cause serious commotion in mon- 
etary and industrial affairs...in the present financial situation we 
do strongly object to so sweeping, dangerous and revolutionary a 
change as that contemplated by Mr. Randall and his friends.** 


This and all other attempts to abolish the national bank system were 
defeated. 

While finance capital strongly endorsed continued government spon- 
sorship of the national bank system, the financial community also wanted 
to restrict Treasury activity in the money market to those public, pre- 
dictable operations absolutely required to minimize instability in the 
financial system. Along this line, one of the most persistent demands was 
that the Treasury cease its secret sales of specie on the gold exchange. 
Hunt's contended, for example, that these sales encouraged 


vague rumors of collusion between the Department and those spec- 
ulators and money lenders who wished for stringency [in the supply 
of greenbacks for bank reserves because gold sales locked up green- 
backs in government vaults]. In the atmosphere of mystery and se- 
crecy which have been allowed to gather round and obscure the 
Treasury movements the most foolish stories get credence, if they be 


24. Congressional Globe 39:2:48-9. The resolution was tabled by a vote of 87 yea to 
58 nay, 46 abstaining. For a discussion of agrarian opposition to the bank system, 
see Unger, Greenback Era, pp. 195-212. 

25. Hunt's Merchants’ Magazine and Commercial Review, January 1867, pp. 78-80; also 
see “The National Bank Currency,” by A. W. Stetson in April 1868, pp. 256—6o. 
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only plausibly and confidently repeated to persons agitated by the 
terror and dread of a monetary panic. 


Two years later the journal again warned its readers: 


few of us... will deny that now, as heretofore, the Treasury has far 
too much power over the gold market, that that power has too often 
been used neither wisely nor well, and that it should be sheltered 
from abuse by being disconnected from so much discretionary 
authority. 


A number of reforms were suggested. Some pushed for daily statements 
of Treasury transactions. Others sought publication of the size of future 
Treasury operations but not announcement of the precise timing.*® 

A bill providing for the public sale of Treasury gold through compet- 
itive bidding reached the floor of the House of Representatives on January 
21, 1867, and passed by a wide majority. The legislation designated New 
York City as the site for the receipt of bids and ordered public an- 
nouncement of the sales in both that city and Washington, D.C. (pro- 
voking some jealousy among Philadelphia congressmen). In passing, the 
bill’s manager, Representative Justin Morrill of Maine, indirectly ac- 
knowledged the growth of a relatively efficient national market by con- 
tending that use of the telegraph system made four days adequate notice 
for a national competition.” Though strongly supported by finance cap- 
ital and, in fact, a majority of every major group in the national political 
economy, this proposal died in the Senate. While the proximate reason 
for the bill’s failure is not known, the Treasury was understood to be 
opposed to the measure. 

During consideration of a bill to revise the internal revenue schedule 
‘on June 26, 1868, the House voted on a section intended to substantially 
raise federal taxes on national bank deposits, capital, and note circulation. 
The banks already carried a wide and confusing variety of levies at both 
the federal and state level. At the time this proposal was debated, for 
example, the national government levied an annual license fee of $2.00 
on every $1,000 of capital, a 5 percent tax on dividends and profits, 0.5 
percent on deposits and capital, and 1 percent on note circulation. The 
revision proposed to raise the tax on capital and private deposits to 1 


26. April 1868, p. 323; May 1869, 337-8; Chronicle February, 16, 1867, pp. 198-9; 
Sharkey, Money, Class, and Party, p. 90; Bolles, Financial History, pp. 312-13; for 
a discussion of secret Treasury operations in the securities markets, see Ellis Paxson 
Oberholtzer, Jay Cooke: Financier of the Civil War, vol. x (New York: Burt Franklin, 
1970; a reprint of an unidentified 1907 edition), pp. 194-6, 500-6, 565-6. 

27. Congressional Globe 39:2:617-18. The vote was 115 yea, 38 nay, 38 abstaining. 
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percent (doubling the levy), to 3 percent on deposits of federal funds (a 
sixfold increase), and to 2 percent on note circulation (a doubling of the 
existing rate). During debate, Representative Ebon Ingersoll of Illinois 
described the national bank system as “an aristocratic monopoly,” and 
the comments of other supporters made it fairly clear that the revision 
was a thinly veiled attack on the system itself. The opposition contended 
that such increases in bank levies would operate in such a way as to 
discriminate against the country banks, leading those institutions to wind 
up their business and give up their charters. As a result, deposits would 
tend to be even more concentrated in the money center banks than they 
were under the existing tax structure. Congressmen who spoke for the 
banks also argued that tax increases of this magnitude on note circulation 
and public deposits would lead institutions in all parts of the country 
(but particularly New York) to recharter under state laws. The House 
approved the revision over these objections, but the Senate struck the 
section out and bank taxes remained unchanged.** 

Given the size of these rate increases and the fact that levies on alter- 
native investments and occupations would have remained unchanged, at 
least some of the marginally profitable national banks would have vol- 
untarily folded if the revision had been enacted. In addition, the banks 
that remained in the system would have been encouraged to reduce their 
capitalization and thus, to some extent, increase the potential instability 
of the money market (by reducing assets backing deposits in banks). Even 
taken together, these developments would not have been fatal to the 
national banking system in the short run. Existing rates were borne rather 
easily by the institutions and the banks had relatively secure sources of 
income from their note circulation and bond deposits with the Treasury.** 
In the longer term, however, the departure of banks from the system 
(especially in the capital-starved western and southern periphery) and 
increasing instability from undercapitalization would have significantly 
impaired the working of the financial system. 

On the last day of the Fortieth Congress, the House of Representatives 
passed legislation embodying several principles of primary importance 
to the financial community. Later popularly known as the Public Credit 
Act, the bill provided that, “in order to remove any doubt as to the 
purpose of the Government to discharge all just obligations to the public 
creditors, and to settle conflicting questions and interpretations of the 


28. Seventy-one members backed the rate increases, 7 opposed them, and 66 abstained. 
Congressional Globe 40:2:3528-3538. 

29. Harry Edwin Smith, The United States Federal Internal Tax History from 1861 to 
1871 (New York: Houghton Mifflin, 1914), pp. 139-41. 
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laws,” all Treasury obligations not specifically payable in currency would 
be redeemed in gold.*° This pledge explicitly committed the government 
toa policy of resumption and, in intention at least, settled the controversy 
that had arisen over whether the principal of some categories of bonds 
should be paid in greenbacks or specie. A second section provided that 
all future private contracts specifying payment in gold would be enforced 
in the courts, a measure that would further stabilize contractual expec- 
tations by disconnecting them from the politically sensitive, fluctuating 
value of greenbacks. This version of the legislation was, however, pocket 
vetoed by Andrew Johnson. When finally enacted as the first statute 
signed by the incoming President Grant, the Public Credit Act did not 
have this second, gold-contract clause.** 

While the financial community was internally divided over the rate at 
which circulating greenbacks could be reduced and even whether the 
Treasury could safely contract the supply at all, finance capital was mono- 
lithically opposed to any increase in greenback issues.’* Despite the en- 
dorsement that resumption policy received with passage of the Public 
Credit Act, legislative attempts to increase the supply of legal tender notes 
and thereby sabotage resumption continued. On December 11, 1869, for 
example, Ebon Ingersoll introduced a bill directing the Treasury secretary 
to issue $44 million in greenbacks in addition to those already outstand- 
ing. The greenbacks were to enter circulation through Treasury purchases 
of gold-bearing securities in the bond market. Though the bill did not 
become law, a motion to kill the measure failed when it was offered 
immediately following Ingersoll’s introduction. Sixty-five members voted 


30. The vote on this bill was 128 yea, 57 nay, and 48 abstaining. Congressional Globe 
40:3:1883, March 3, 1869. 

31. For a legislative history and background, see Unger, Greenback Era, pp. 93~43 Seip, 
South Returns to Congress, pp. 149-53; Bolles, Financial History, pp. 319-20; Shar 
key, Money, Class, and Party, pp. 124-9; A. Barton Hepburn, A History of Currency 
in the United States (New York: Macmillan, 1915), pp. 213—14; Hunt’s called the 
act “a very satisfactory measure, and indeed it is beyond question the most important 
financial bill which for some years has been placed on the statute-book” (March 
1869, p. 227); the journal later attributed a rapid increase in capital importation 
from Europe to the positive impact the act had on creditor expectations of financial 
stability in the United States (July 1869, p. 42). 

32. Sharkey maintains that western bankers were generally less interested in contraction, 
even opposed, for several reasons: Currency was relatively much more important to 
them than demand deposits (compared to eastern institutions); a return to specie 
payments would hamper a relatively profitable market for the gold dividends on their 
bonds deposited with the Treasury; and “the fortunes of these banks were largely 
bound up with the fortunes of their customers... Contraction which was another 
name for deflation could by no stretch of the imagination benefit the credit starved 
economy of the West.” Money, Class, and Party, pp. 267-8. For a general discussion 
of agrarian opposition to resumption, see Hepburn, History of Currency, p. 224. 
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to sustain the finance capital position, 88 members supported the infla- 
tionary proposal, and 58 abstained.** 

Another frontal assault on the Public Credit Act arose out of proposals 
to pay the principal on the 5/20 government bonds in greenbacks instead 
of gold. On January 31, 1870, Representative Thompson McNeely of 
Illinois offered a resolution ordering that the administration adopt this 
inflationary policy and the House of Representatives summarily tabled 
(killed) the suggestion.** The statutes authorizing the 5/20’s did not ex- 
plicitly state that the principal was to be paid in gold. This oversight (as 
it must have been as almost all advertisements offering the loan tied 
redemption to specie) provided a potential loophole from which the above 
resolution emerged. Greenback redemption of 5/20’s were also the basis 
for the “Ohio Plan,” which became the inflation plank of the 1868 
Democratic platform.’* 

In July 1870 Congress enacted the National Bank Currency Act, the 
first broad, postwar revision of currency policy and the national bank 
system.’* The heart of the act was an expansion of $54 million in national 
bank notes. Eighty percent of these notes were to go to the South and 
West upon application by existing or new banking associations. If this 
new supply of notes was exhausted, an additional $25 million then al- 
located to northeastern institutions was to be withdrawn and reallocated 
to the South and West as acceptable applications were received. At the 
same time and at the same rate as the new notes were issued, $45 million 
in 3 percent certificates (negotiable as legal tender and thus held primarily 
as bank reserves) were to be recalled and permanently retired by the 
Treasury. Relatively minor provisions authorized the establishment of 
“national gold banks” that would redeem their notes in specie and a 
ceiling of $500,000 on the circulation issued to any new national bank 
or future increase given to an already existing institution.’” 


33. Congressional Globe 41:2:75—6. This vote represents a weak version of the operating 
requirement of the financial system in that the finance policy position only opposed 
additional legal tender issues and, thus, did not actively support contraction. For 
analysis of a similar vote (recorded on December 7, 1867), see Sharkey, Money, Class, 
and Party, pp. 110-13. 
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stained. Congressional Globe 4 

35. Unger, Greenback Era, pp. 82-3; Sharkey, Money, Class, Party, pp. 97-101; Hunt's 
strongly condemned the inflationary implications of all such propositions (July 1868, 
Pp. 60-3). 

36. The recorded vote on passage of the conference report in the House was 100 yea, 77 
nay, and 53 abstaining. Congressional Globe 41:2:5303, July 7, 1870. 

37. Richard H. Timberlake, Jr., The Origins of Central Banking in the United States 
(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1978), pp. 94-100; Hepburn, History 
of Currency, p. 315- 
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Though President Grant and Treasury Secretary Boutwell did not lobby 
for passage, the redistribution of bank notes contemplated by the act had 
long been advocated by the Treasury. In 1866, for example, the comp- 
troller of the currency urged that the national bank system be expanded 
in order to allow participation by the former Confederate states: 


the South should be supplied with all the facilities necessary for the 
production of the great staples of that section, because the export 
of these staples would reduce the exportation of gold... . Besides, a 
community or identity of financial and pecuniary interests would 
bring into exercise an element of great power for the assimilation of 
the aims, purposes and hopes of all the people of all the States. The 
extension of the National banking system throughout the entire 
Union would bring about such an identity of interest in the credit 
of the Government, and of the entire system of banks, as would 
secure the active and zealous co-operation of all sections toward the 
preservation of such credit unimpaired. 


The comptroller’s message was based on two arguments that drew wide 
support in the financial community: (1) that the extension of banking 
capacity to the South would help organize and promote the expansion 
of cotton production, the export of which was far and away the most 
important source of foreign exchange for the American economy; and 
(2) that participation in the system would associate southern capital more 
closely with the success of the fiscal policies of the U.S. Treasury and 
thereby broaden public support for resumption of specie payments. These 
and the broader goal of promoting loyalty to the national government 
had also been briefly suggested in a public letter by Secretary McCulloch 
in April of the same year.*® 

Notwithstanding the beneficial results that a regional redistribution of 
notes promised, the inflationary potential of the proposal led most of the 
financial community to oppose the act. Hunt’s Merchants’ Magazine and 
Commercial Review, for example, objected to the measure because it 
would inflate the currency (as a sum total of greenbacks and national 
bank notes). The journal also complained that the legislation would 
require an adjustment of bank reserves that might produce “‘a serious 
temporary disturbance in the money market” because, as 3 percent cer- 
tificates were retired, greenbacks would flow into bank vaults in order 
to maintain reserve levels; the demand for greenbacks would also increase 
because, as national bank notes expanded, the required level of green- 
backs in bank reserves would also increase (this effect would be inde- 
pendent of the retirement of 3 percent certificates). As a consequence of 


38. Annual Report of the Comptroller of the Currency, 1866, reprinted in Hunt's, De- 
cember 1866, p. 468; McCulloch’s letter appears in Hunt's, May 1866, p. 369. 
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this adverse change in the ratio of bank notes to greenbacks, a suspension 
of bank note redemption during periods of stringency was significantly 
more likely. In addition, the journal was convinced that the low returns 
on banking in the South and West and the absence of indigenous capital 
in those regions would prevent the redistributive provisions of the act 
from having more than “<a very trifling effect” on note allocation. Though 
the final version of the bill was viewed as less objectionable because it 
appeared to be less inflationary, Hunt’s still considered passage 


none the less a mistake... [because it] is an assertion by Congress 
of the dangerous power to increase, diminish and regulate the money 
of the country, according to its own views from time to time, and 
of the purpose to exercise the power. It is a resolve not to let the 
currency alone, and leave it to be regulated by the laws of trade, but 
to interfere with it by artificial measures for the express purpose... 
of affecting the prices of commodities, the value of money and the 
relations between debtors and creditors. ... What the people want 
above all things is stability.’” 


The national bank currency act eventually added some $50 million in 
national bank notes to the money supply and withdrew $45 million in 
3 percent certificates. This apparent net gain in currency of $5 million 
must be reduced to $4 million once the impact of the 20 percent greenback 
reserve on notes is considered. The act thus inflated the total volume of 
currency by well under 1 percent. 

One of the most important goals of finance capital in the postwar 
political economy was the stabilization and refunding of the national 
debt into long-term securities bearing rates of interest comparable to 
those prevailing for British consols or French rentes (both of them rep- 


39. July 1870, pp. 36-40; August 1870, pp. 102—3, for the text of the law, pp. 132-3; 
September 1870, pp. 176-8; December 1870, pp. 435—7; on the execution of the 
law, see Chronicle, April 8, 1871, pp. 421-2. Also see, Unger, Greenback Era, p. 67, 
178; Bolles, Financial History, pp. 354-9; Sharkey, Money, Class, and Party, p. 170; 
Seip, South Returns to Congress, pp. 173~84. Many members of the financial com- 
munity opposed recall of the 3 percent certificates because they believed that these 
interest-bearing notes encouraged the banks to hold larger reserves than they would 
otherwise retain. See, for example, the Internal Revenue Record, June 18, 1870, 
p. 195. As the United States reduced the premium paid for gold by making progress. 
toward resumption, gold-bearing government bonds significantly appreciated in value 
to the extent that their relatively high market price discouraged the rate of new bank 
formation. This effect, in addition to the relative low profitability of country insti- 
tutions, so reduced the incentive to form new national banks in the periphery that 
the 1870 act had very little real impact on the maldistribution of notes. For a report 
‘on the slow progress toward redistribution under the act, see “National Bank Cir- 
culation,” Exec. Doc. 250: House of Representatives: 43rd Cong., 1st Sess., Ser. Rec. 
1614 (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1874). For the financial com- 
munity’s consistent commitment to maintaining the $300 million ceiling on national 
bank note circulation, see Hunt’s, January 1866, p. 86; January 1868, p. 30. 
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resenting the epitome of “sound,” conservative public finance). This goal 
was largely achieved in the Refunding Act of 1870, which authorized 
$200 million in 5 percent, ten-year bonds, $300 million in 4.5 percent, 
fifteen-year bonds, and $1 billion in 4 percent, thirty-year bonds. Under 
the act, the Secretary was authorized to accept the outstanding 5/20 bonds 
(now callable) in exchange for the new securities and to use money from 
the refunding operations to call in and redeem existing higher interest, 
short-term debt. The House passed the legislation by a large margin (139 
to 54, with 37 members abstaining). For finance capital, the refunding 
of the 5/20’s not only promised long-term economic stability but also 
removed a major political focus of inflationary agitation. Once the 
s5/20’s were redeemed, the Ohio Plan and other schemes to redeem those 
bonds in greenbacks would become a dead issue. However, some fi- 
nanciers felt that refunding efforts were premature when considered on 
strictly financial terms and objected to the timing of the legislation. These 
predictions that the Treasury might be jumping the gun were, in fact, 
subsequently borne out by the slow progress of Treasury refunding 
operations.*° 

Considered together, the ten legislative decisions just reviewed repre- 
sent a wide sampling of finance policy in the six years following the 
American Civil War. Four of the decisions directly addressed the size of 
greenback circulation: the dissolution of the national bank system, the 
resolution to expand greenback issues by $44 million, the payment of 
5/20 bond principal in greenbacks, and the National Bank Currency Act. 
Often acknowledged as the most important financial question during this 
period, the role of greenbacks in the domestic economy is thus heavily 
represented in this review of legislative action. The fate of the national 
bank system is directly implicated in three of the ten decisions: dissolution 
of the national bank system, increases in internal revenue taxation of the 
banks, and the National Bank Currency Act. Given the close connection 
between greenbacks and bank notes in the political economy of the na- 


40. Congressional Globe 41:2:5523, July 13, 1870; Robert T. Patterson, Federal Debt- 
Management Policies, 1865-1879 (Durham, N.C.: Duke University Press, 1954), 
pp. 81-99; Seip, South Returns to Congress, pp. 153-8; Bolles, Financial History, 
pp. 321-3; Hunt's repeatedly urged Congress to delay refunding legislation because 
“The hazard of disturbing the five-twenties resides not only in the probability that 
any effort at refunding would be unsuccessful at present, but also in the fact that the 
Government securities lie at the foundation of the financial machinery of the country, 
and that any attempt to disturb those foundations would not fail to cause perturbation 

je-spread mischief throughout the movements of monetary and industrial 

.” January 1870, pp. 5-7. Also see Hunt’s, February 1870, pp. 109-12; 
April 1870, pp. 315-193; May 1870, pp. 333-4, 3743 July 1870, pp. 1-5; the text of 
the law appears in the August 1870 issue, pp. 130-2. 
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tion, it is not surprising that two of these three overlap with greenback 
decisions. 

Prospects for resumption of specie payments were implicated indirectly 
in at least seven of these legislative choices but were most directly involved 
in passage of the Public Credit Act. That measure and the bill ordering 
the public sale of Treasury gold also concern the regulation of specie in 
contractual relationships and on the gold exchange. The federal debt was 
directly involved in the Public Credit Act, the payment of 5/20 principal 
in greenbacks, and the Refunding Act of 1870. Finally, Treasury oper- 
ations and the development of a stable national capital market can be 
connected to decisions on passage of the Bankruptcy Act of 1867, revision 
of counterfeiting statutes, and public sale of Treasury gold. In sum, these 
ten legislative choices represent a broad, balanced survey of the major 
operating requirements of the financial system, the policy preferences of 
the financial community, and the range of political controversy during 
the period. 

On these ten questions involving major issues of finance policy, mem- 
bers from districts with relatively high allocations of national bank notes 
(“capital-rich” districts) delivered much more support for the finance 
capital position than did members from districts with smaller shares of 
circulation (relatively “capital-poor” districts — see Table 5.1). The dif- 
ferences are most striking on roll calls involving bankruptcy, dissolving 
the national bank system, bank taxes, greenback expansion, and the bank 
currency act. The bank system itself was directly implicated in three of 
these decisions, and the other two had equally clear ramifications for 
creditor positions in the national political economy. The voting alignment 
on the Refunding Act provides the only exception to the pattern. On 
that issue, members from capital-rich districts, perhaps sharing the fi- 
nancial community’s doubts as to the timing of the refunding effort, were 
marginally less likely to support passage than members from other, rel- 
atively capital-poor, constituencies. Though the voting data present few 
surprises, the pattern strongly suggests that members both responded to 
the interests of finance capitalists when the latter were prominently rep- 
resented in congressional constituencies and that the financial community 
presented a fairly consistent and united front to the remainder of the 
political system on these questions. 

The overall pattern persists when the heart of the Republican coalition 
is analyzed (see Table 5.2). These are the districts that were represented 
by a Republican congressman or a member of a closely affiliated party 
throughout the six-year period. Members from such districts, whether 
or not they stood for reelection, were supported by strong, local Repub- 
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Table 5.1. Currency, banking structure, and Treasury operations: 
Finance policy and national banks in House voting, 1865-71 


Support for the position of finance capital 
(percent voting from districts with various levels of 
per capita note circulation) 


High Medium Low All 
Policy decision districts districts districts districts 

National bankruptcy law 88.0(25) 53-4 (73) 24.1 (29) 53-5 (127) 
Ban counterfeiting public securities 90.0 (20) 78.3 (69) 69.2 (26) 78.3 (115) 
Dissolve national bank system 88.5 (26) 65.0 (80) 30.8(39) 60.0 (145) 
Public sale of treasury gold 76.0(25) 83.7 (86) 57.1 (42) 75.2 (153) 
Tax on bank capital and circulation 85.0(20) 50.0 (70) 13.2(38) 44-5 (128) 
Public Credit Act 92.0(25) 63.6 (88) 62.9 (62) 67.4 (175) 
Greenback expansion 77-3 (22) 47-4 (78) 19.252) 42-4 (152) 
Pay 5/20's in greenbacks 95.2(21) 74.4 (86) 67.3(55) 74.7 (162) 
National Bank Currency Act 75.0(24) 40.7 (91) 37-1 (62) 43.5 (177) 
Debt Refunding Act 70.4 (27) 75.0(100) 68.2 (66) 72.0 (193) 


Note: For a description of these issues and the position of finance capital, see the accom- 
panying text. “High districts” are those in which 1869 national bank notes issued to 
institutions within the district equaled or exceeded $17.00 per capita. “Low districts” are 
those in which circulation was less than or equal to $2.50 per capita. “Medium districts” 
range between these two extremes. Per capita circulation was calculated from the 1870 
Census and the Annual Report of the Comptroller of the Currency, 1869. 


lican party organizations and projected vested political economic interests 
into intraparty negotiations within the national Republican organization. 
Congressmen from districts that interrupted Republican representation 
with opposition party victories, from districts where Democrats or their 
close allies: always held the seat, or districts located within the former 
Confederacy were, comparatively speaking, either not admitted at all to 
party caucuses or viewed as clients of the delegations located within the 
heart of the national coalition.** The members excluded from the “Re- 
publican district” classification are clearly a heterogeneous group and 
conclusions drawn from their behavior should be drawn with caution. 
Within the heart of the Republican coalition, roll calls on bankruptcy 
and currency issues provoked strong alignments along the capital spec- 
trum. Divisions on these finance policy issues were at least as divisive 
within the core of the majority party as they were within the full House 
membership. On the other hand, differences along the capital spectrum 


41. On the exclusion of southern Republicans from “the power structure” of the national 
party in Congress, see Seip, South Returns to Congress, pp. 114-25, 276-8. 
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Table 5.2. Currency, banking structure, and Treasury operations: 
Finance policy and national banks in party voting, 1865-71 


Support for the position of finance capital 
(percent voting from districts with various levels of per capita 
note circulation) 


All All mixed/ 
High Medium Low Republican Democratic 
Policy decisions districts districts. districts. districts districts 


National bankruptcy 

law 94-1(17) 54-5 (44) 20.0(15)  $6.6(76) 49.0 (51) 
Ban counterfeiting 

public securities 93-3 (15) 97.4(38) 93-8 (16) 95.7 (69) 52.2 (46) 
Dissolve national 


bank system 100.0 (18) 70.8 (48) 33.3 (18) 69.0 (84) 47.5. (61) 
Public sale of 

Treasury gold 86.7 (15) 96.2(52) 85.0(20) 92.0 (87) $3.0. (66) 
Tax on bank capital 

and circulation 87.5 (16) 48.7 (39) 23-§(17) §1.4(72) 35.7 ($6) 


Public Credit Act 100.0 (16) 79.6 (49) 75.0(16)  82.7(81) 54.3 (94) 
Greenback 


expansion 82.4 (17) 58.1(43) 28.6 (21) $5.6 (81) 26.8. (71) 
Pay 5/20's in 

greenbacks 100.0(17) 95-8 (48) r00.0(20) 97.6 (85) 49.4 (77) 
National Bank 

Currency Act 60.0(15) 26.5 (49) 13.6 (22) 29.1 (86) 57.1 (91) 


Debt Refunding Act 100.0(18) 96.2 (52) 95-7 (23) 96.893) 49.0 (100) 


Note: “Republican districts” are those that were represented at all times by a Republican 
or a member of an affiliated party (such as the Union party in New York). “Mixed/ 
Democratic districts” include all districts not represented in Congress for the entire period 
(the former Confederate districts of the South), districts that at one time or another were 
represented by members from both the Democratic and the Republican parties, and districts 
that, without exception, were represented by Democrats or members from closely affiliated 
parties (such as the Conservative party in Kerttucky). 


almost disappear with respect to the counterfeiting, gold sales, 5/20’s in 
greenbacks, and refunding decisions. The latter were issues upon which 
the Republican administration had assumed a public stance and the Re- 
publican consensus in the House owed something to purely partisan 
considerations. The administration, however, also backed the National 
Bank Currency Act, which produced a fairly deep cleavage within the 
central precincts of the party. This was both the only issue upon which 
the Grant administration promoted a policy opposed by the financial 
community and the only instance in which members in the core coalition 
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of the party were less friendly to finance capital than members repre- 
senting “‘mixed” or Democratic districts. 

When divided by their districts’ position with respect to the four major 
sectors of the political economy, the full House membership continued 
to cleave most clearly over the bankruptcy, national bank, and greenback 
expansion issues (see Table 5.3). Not surprisingly, given the sharp re- 
gional differences in the national political economy, these were the five 
issues that produced the highest levels of sectional polarization (averaging 
53.4 on the index as opposed to 31.4 for the other five). Congressmen 
from both settlement districts and former slave-state districts gave much 
less support to finance capital than members from bank or iron constit- 
uencies. In fact, former slave-state members delivered the lowest level of 
support in six cases and settlement congressmen in four. On two issues, 
bankruptcy and the National Bank Currency Act, congressmen from bank 
and iron constituencies diverged strongly in their support for finance 
capital, but on the other eight decisions their behavior was virtually 
indistinguishable. 

When members belonging to the central coalition of the Republican 
party are analyzed separately, the behavior of congressmen from settle- 
ment and border-state districts becomes even more closely linked 
(compare Tables 5.3 and 5.4 — but remember that the settlement and 
border-state categories overlap to some extent). On finance policy at 
least, these Republicans from capital-starved regions obviously saw issues 
the same way. The linkage between bank and iron districts also tightens 
up when central coalition Republicans are considered separately. Though 
congressmen from districts producing iron and steel were more likely 
than bank members to oppose finance capital on bankruptcy and green- 
back issues, they otherwise matched capital-rich congressmen in their 
devotion to the interests of the financial community. Much has been 
made of the relative favor with which iron district members viewed 
greenback inflation and some differences in support are evident.** How- 
ever, on one vote (5/20’s in greenbacks), iron members unanimously 


42. See, for example, Unger’s contention that economic difficulties in the 1865-78 period 
“may well have made the iron men receptive to economic panaceas, but they do not 
explain why they became noisy crusaders for soft money.” Greenback Era, p. 49. 
Unger goes on to identify the “iron men” and their interpretation of their interests 
with the writings and views of Henry C. Carey (pp. 50-9). Sharkey emphasizes the 
reinforcing impact of a high gold premium on tariff protection as one reason iron 
manufacturers supported greenback inflation, Money, Class, and Party, pp. 76-7, 
141-71, 285-6. Sharkey also maintains that a “careful evaluation of the evidence 
leads to the conclusion that the opposition to contraction on the part of the iron and 
steel manufacturers of Pennsylvania, New York, and the western states, and their 
allies was the most important single factor leading to the abandonment of [contrac- 
tion] in 1868” (p. 286). 
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Table 5.3. Currency, banking structure, and Treasury operations: 
Finance policy and sectors of the political economy in House voting, 
1865-71 


Support for the position of finance capital (percent of members voting) 


National —_ Iron and Border-state/ Sectional 
bank steel Settlement Confederate stress 

Policy decision districts districts districts districts index 
National 

bankruptcy law 88.0(25) 46.7(15) —37.0(27) 47-4 (19) 593 
Ban counter- 

feiting public 

securities 90.0(20)  76.5(17) 87-5 (24) 50.0 (14) 24.0 
Dissolve national 

bank system 88.5 (26) 8r.0(21) 39.4 (33) 28.0 (25) 46.6 
Public sale of 

Treasury gold = 76.0(25) 78.3 (23) 83.9 (31) $6.0 (25) 23.7 
Tax on bank 

capital and 

circulation 85.0(20)  80.0(20) 27.6 (29) 12.0 (25) 59.6 
Public Credit Act 92.0(25) 72.7(22) 57.6 (33) 58.1 (43) 35.1 
Greenback 

expansion 77-3(22)  -70.0(20) 21.2. (33) 26.3 (38) 523 
Pay 5/20's in 

greenbacks 95-2(21)  81.8(22) 82.4 (34) 60.5 (38) 317 
National Bank 

Currency Act —75.0(24) — 49.0(25) 26.3 (38) 34-1 (44) 49-4 
Debt Refunding 

Act 70.4(27)  80.0(25) 84.6 (39) 65-5 (55) 42.6 


“National bank districts” are those in which 1869 national bank notes issued to 
tions within the district equaled or exceeded $17.00 per capita. “Iron and steel 
districts” are those in which employment in those industries equaled or exceeded 1 percent 
of the entire population. “Settlement districts” are those in which the rural population 
comprised two-thirds or more of the district total and that rural component grew by 25 
percent or more between 1860 and 1870. ““Border-state/Confederate districts” are all those 
located in the former slave states. The “Sectional stress index” is a statistic that roughly 
indicates the relative level of sectional polarization in roll call voting. 


opposed inflation and on two others, dissolving the national bank system 
and greenback expansion, their differences with members representing 
finance capital districts were fairly narrow. Only on passage of the Na- 
tional Bank Currency Act, a Republican administration proposal, did 
differences between the two great wings of industrial capitalism widen 
to the point of disruption. While members from these two sectors of the 
political economy moderately diverged on the greenback question, their 
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Table 5.4. Currency, banking structure, and Treasury operations: 
Finance policy and sectors of the political economy in Republican 
voting, 1865-71 


Support for the position of finance capital (percent of 
Republicans voting) 


National Iron and 


bank steel Settlement Border-state 
Policy decision districts districts districts districts 
National bankruptcy law 94-1 (17) 66.7 (9) 3363 (21) 16.7 (6) 
Ban counterfeiting public 
securities 93-3 (15) 100.0(11) 100.0 (19) 85.7 (7) 
Dissolve national bank system 100.0 (18) 86.7 (15) 42-3 (26) -42.9.(7) 
Public sale of Treasury gold 86.7 (15) 100.0(14) 92.326) —_-75.0(8) 
Tax on bank capital and 
circulation 87.5 (16) 90.9 (11) —29.2(24) 20.0 (5) 
Public Credit Act 100.0(16) 91.7 (12) 66.7 (24) 100.0 (2) 
Greenback expansion 82.4 (17) 72.7 (11) 26.9 (26) 66.7 (9) 
Pay /20's in greenbacks 100.0(17) 100.0(13) 100.0 (27) _ 100.0 (6) 
National Bank Currency Act 60.0(15)  14.3(14) 13.3 (30) 0.0 (9) 
Debr Refunding Act 100.0 (18) 100.0(1§) 96.7 (30) 100.0 (9) 


Note: “Republican districts” are those that were represented at all times by a Republican 
‘or a member of an affiliated party (such as the Union party in New York). 


differences were much less wide than those between the capital-rich dis- 
tricts of the East and western settlement and border-state congressmen. 
Several factors probably contributed to the closing of ranks among the 
capital sectors of the Republican coalition. In the first place, greenback 
expansion was a less central issue to the iron and steel industry than the 
tariff. Therefore, we should expect a less straightforward representation 
of iron interests on finance policy than on questions involving protection. 
Finance policy issues, on the other hand, were of primary importance to 
the political economy of capital-rich constituencies and many industrial 
districts, though not in the first rank, were still comparatively well en- 
dowed with capital (see the national bank Map 4.1, in Chapter 4). In 
sum, the combination of only a mild interest in contraction among iron 
and steel producers and the presence within constituencies of counter- 
balancing finance capital influence appears to have tilted iron congress- 
men heavily toward finance capital on issues involving inflation. 
Looking at the period as a whole, support for finance capital positions 
on issues involving the currency, banking structure, and Treasury op- 
erations was largely concentrated in New England and New York (see 
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Map 5.1). Some portions of Pennsylvania, Ohio, and Michigan were also 
strongly supportive, while the capital-starved sections of the upper Mis- 
sissippi valley, Pacific coast, and border states were far less sympathetic.*? 
While this broad sampling of legislative decisions is representative of the 
full range of finance policy and financial community views, these ten 
votes constitute a small proportion of all recorded votes on these issues. 
With that cautionary note in mind, this sectional polarization of legis- 
lative voting remains a striking testament to the party-realigning potential 
of finance policy in the Reconstruction years and the efficiency with which 
district political-economic interests were translated into congressional 
voting records. 


Federal revenue and tax structure 


For our present purposes, a broad sampling of legislative action on federal 
revenue policy is not necessary. While the tax structure carried important 
long-term implications for the development of the American political 
economy, its immediate impact on the stability and operation of the 
financial system was more tangential than any of the decisions studied 
in the previous section. For this reason, both fewer examples of legislative 
action are analyzed here and the decisions selected for study highlight 
the political economic position of other major groups in the political 
economy (as well as those of finance capital). 

The first of the five legislative decisions examined under this heading 
involved a proposed reduction of the tariff on railroad iron. Considered 
in the House July 10, 1866, the amendment to the tariff schedule would 
have reduced the duty on rails from one dollar to fifty cents per hundred 
pounds.** Though Pennsylvania iron producers composed the very heart 
of the protectionist coalition and railroad iron embodied, in turn, their 
chief interest in the entire tariff, this schedule produced very little reve- 
nue.*> Finance capital, at least that fragment not associated with iron 


43. The map displays the voting record of individual districts (not individual congressmen 
though it was, of course, congressmen who did the actual voting). 

44. More exactly, the vote was on an amendment to reduce another amendment from 
seventy to fifty cents per hundred pounds. If adopted, the fifty cent revision then 
would have come up against the one dollar duty already in the bill under consideration. 
The proposed fifty cent reduction lost (57 members voting yea, 90 nay, and 35 
abstaining). Congressional Globe 39:1:3723. The seventy cent amendment returned 
the duty to the prevailing rate (thus preventing any increase under this bill). Edward 
Young, Special Report on the Customs-tariff Legislation (Washington, D.C.: Gov- 
ernment Printing Office, 1877), p. 63. For a general summary of House debate and 
the politics of this tariff measure, see Ferleger, Wells, pp. 144-50. 

45. During the 1869 fiscal year, for example, the tariff on railroad iron yielded $3,513,658 
— approximately 2 percent of all customs receipts for the year ($180,048,000). Cal- 
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Map 5.1 Legislative support for finance capital positions by congressional district, 1865-71. Source: Calculated for ten sclected roll calls (see 
text) on which major questions of national finance policy were decided. The percentages are calculated for all votes cast by the member or 
members representing each district throughout the entire period. 
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production, tended to indifference or opposition to protectionism even 
at this early date.** Western agrarians were also opposed because of the 
negative impact on railroad expansion.*” Representative John A. Gris- 
wold, a “prominent iron manufacturer” from Troy, New York, lumped 
all opponents of the iron schedule into one group that “have made up 
their minds deliberately ...to obey the behests and dictation of British 
manufacturers and British capitalists.”” He then inserted a letter written 
to the U.S. Consulate in Liverpool, England, in which it was alleged that 
British manufacturers were campaigning in the western states to repeal 
the tariff by encouraging the formation of free trade associations.** 
The financial community was much more interested in repeal of the 
internal revenue tax on raw cotton. When first enacted the tax stood at 
two cents per pound; it was raised to three cents in 1866. (This was the 
only “war tax” to be increased after the war ended.) Both rates were 
initially but a small fraction of the high price of the fiber during and 
immediately after the war. By the spring of 1867, however, the levy had 
become a heavy burden on the commodity in foreign markets.‘? While 
the excise applied to all domestic sales of cotton, the tax operated in 
many respects as an export duty because two-thirds or more of the 
American crop usually moved in international trade. For this reason, as 
the tax came to comprise a larger percentage of the world price, domestic 


culated from data in Hunt’s, February 1870, p. 131, and U.S. Bureau of the Census, 
Historical Statistics of the United States (Washington, D.C.: 1960), p. 712. 

46. Ferleger, Wells, p. 147, 162; Sprout, Best Men, pp. 46-56; on July 5, 1866, the New 
York Chamber of Commerce unanimously adopted a resolution condemning pro- 
posed increases in the tariff, including those in the iron schedule, Sharkey, Money, 
Class, and Party, p. 272; in a letter (dated February 16, 1867) to his brother, Charles, 
Henry Adams said “the new tariff is alone enough to ruin the country. It has made 
me feel more bitter against the Congress than all its other mad or imbecile acts 
together.” J. C. Levenson, Ernest Samuels, Charles Vandersce, and Viola Hopkins 
Winner, eds., The Letters of Henry Adams, 1858-1868 (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard 
University Press, 1982), p. 519; also sce a second letter (dated May 8, 1867), p. 5335 
for a later statement of the financial community's position, see Hunt's, June 1870, 

wren 

47- Wall over two-thirds of all railroad construction between 1866 and 1870 occurred 
in Missouri, the Midwest, and the Pacific coast states. By way of comparison, only 
12 percent of all new track was laid in the eleven states of the former Confederacy. 
Calculated from data in “Report on the Condition of Affairs in the Late Insurrec- 
tionary States,” Rept. 41, Pt. 1: Senate: 42nd Cong., 2nd Sess., Ser. Rec. 1484 
(Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1872), pp. 222-3. 

48. Congressional Globe 39:1:3516, June 30, 1866; 39:1:3689, July 9, 1866; also see, 
Ferleger, Wells, pp. 300-3; for western agrarian opposition to the railroad iron sched- 
ule during debate on the 1864 tariff act, see Young, Customs-tariff Legislation, 
pp. oxxxv—vi. 

49. The market price of cotton reached a peak of $1.65 a pound during the month of 
August 1864 and had fallen to 28 cents by February, 1867. Merchants and Bankers 
Almanac, 1868 (New York: Bankers’ Magazine and Statistical Register, 1867), 
p. 167. 
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production was increasingly discouraged and competing producers in 
Egypt, India, and Brazil were encouraged to expand production. The 
broad effect of the tax, then, was to impair the major comparative ad- 
vantage enjoyed by the United States in the late nineteenth century and 
thereby reduce the supply of specie in the country (because exports of 
specie partially compensated for the reduction of cotton exports in foreign 
exchange transactions). Over the long term, the impact of the cotton 
excise would have been to increase the gold premium (against greenbacks) 
and to delay a return to the gold standard.*° Radical Republicans, how- 
ever, viewed this levy as an alternative means of exacting retribution on 
the southern plantation elite and were not inclined to give it up. They 
managed to defeat a proposal for outright repeal on February 25, 1867 
(the decision included here), but the tax was subsequently eliminated in 
1868."" 

While the cotton excise fell entirely upon the impoverished rural South, 
the income tax reaped revenue from wealthy northern commercial cen- 
ters. Probably no two levies in the internal revenue system applied to 
more distinctly separate classes in the population. When created during 
the war, the income tax exempted the first $600 of income, levied 3 
percent on income from $600 to $10,000, and took 5 percent more on 
all income beyond $10,000. In 1864 a revision of the internal revenue 
schedule raised the rates to 5 and ro percent, respectively, but left the 
exemption unchanged. In conjunction with a general reduction of revenue 
rates in 1867, the exemption was raised to $1,000 and all income in 
excess of the exemption was subjected to a single, flat rate of 5 percent. 
The income tax came up for review again in 1870 and the decision 
included here was an amendment to reduce the flat rate to 3 percent. 
Offered by Representative Samuel Cox of New York City on June 3, 
1870, the motion drew 114 yea votes, 77 nay, and 39 members ab- 


50. Bolles, Financial History, pp. 409-10; Ferleger, Wells, pp. 59-61, 84-6, 109-10; 
Hunt's, January 1870, pp. 3-5, also p. 9; for a good discussion of the economic 
impact of the cotton tax and an early endorsement of repeal, see December 1866, 
pp. 409-11; also, October 1867, pp. 302-4; January 1868, pp. 315. Exports of 
raw cotton made up 44.2 percent of ali exports and 47.6 percent of all merchandise 
exports between 1866 and 1871, calculated from data in Historical Statistics of the 
United States, pp. 551, 563. 

51. Sixty-three members supported repeal, 94 opposed, and 33 abstained, Congressional 
Globe 39:2:1548; on the tax as punitive retribution, see Ferleger, Wells, p. 86; also 
see a broad plea for leniency toward the South on revenue collection generally in the 
Annual Report of the Secretary of the Treasury, 1865, reprinted in Hunt's, January 
1866, pp. 71-2. When the tax was finally lifted, Hunt’s claimed the action “eman- 
cipated the country from the withering blight of one of the worst of its many bad 
taxes” (February 1868, p. 114); also see, Frederic C. Howe, Taxation and Taxes in 
the U.S. under the Internal Revenue System, 1791-1895 (New York: Thomas Y. 
Crowell, 1896), pp. 76-8. 
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stained.** Subsequent congressional action further reduced the rate to 
2.5 percent, raised the exemption to $2,000, and provided that the tax 
would expire altogether at the end of 1871.°* 

A second vote on the tariff has been included in this selection of revenue 
decisions in order to reflect the increasing opposition of the financial 
community to Pennsylvania “protectionism.”* This roll call occurred on 
an amendment to reduce the duty on steel rails from 1.5 to 1.25 cent 
per pound.* First adopted in the Senate, the House accepted the change 
‘on July 9, 1870, by a vote of 99 to 72, with 59 members abstaining. As 
was also the case with the iron schedule, the Treasury received little 
revenue from the steel tariff.*° 

The steel schedule was part of a composite bill that substantially revised 
both the tariff and internal revenue structures. From the point of view 
of the financial community, the legislation was a mixed blessing. In the 
judgment of David Wells and the finance journals, the rampant protec- 
tionism of some portions of the tariff section was a step backward. On 
the other hand, the changes in the internal revenue system agreeably 
lowered the income tax rate, abolished dozens of nuisance taxes (such 


52. Congressional Globe 41:2:4063. For background, see Bolles, Financial History, 
pp. 41112; Smith, Internal Tax History, pp. 52-98; Seip, South Returns to Con- 
gress, pp. 158-60. 

53. Financial journals repeatedly endorsed the principle of an income tax because the 
levy: (1) required very little administrative expense compared with the revenue it 
produced; (2) bore some relation to the ability of the citizen to pay and to the interest 
the citizen had “in the protection afforded by the government; the two considerations 
which ought to control the distribution of the burden”; (3) constituted an indispens- 
able source of revenue for the Treasury; and (4) did not, compared to commodity 
taxes and the tariff, perversely distort the normal channels of commerce. One of the 
complaints lodged against the tax charged that it was associated with much “fraud 
and perjury” in operation because it depended on voluntary disclosure of easily hidden 
personal property and income — Treasury officials were said to have estimated that 
at least one-half of all personal income went unreported and untaxed. With appro- 
priate reforms, the journals opposed repeal of the income tax but recommended, as 
the 1870 reduction was being debated in the House, a lowering of the tax rate to 3 
percent. Hunt’s, May 1870, pp. 321-6; June 1870, p. 425. On retention of the income 
tax, see February 1868, pp. 114-15; December 1869, p. 441; January 1870, p. 95 
Chronicle, February 19, 1870, p. 230; April 16, 1870, p. 487; the Chronicle later 
supported outright repeal (January 7, 1871, p. 7)- 

54. See, for example, David Wells's increasing advocacy of free trade positions between 
1867 and 1871. Ferleger, Wells, pp. 222-315. 

55. Even after this reduction was adopted, the new rate was higher than that prevailing 
before revision. Ferleger, Wells, p. 298. 

56. Congressional Globe 41:2:5419. Customs receipts from “Steel in ingots, bars, sheets, 
‘or wire not less than one-quarter of an inch in diameter” were $1,069,927 in the 
1869 fiscal year, approximately 0.6 percent of all customs revenue. Hunt's, February 
1870, p. 131. At this time, steel was used in only 5 percent of all rails produced in 
the United States. William Greenleaf, ed., American Economic Development since 
1860 (Columbia: University of South Carolina Press, 1968), p. 95. By 1880, steel 
would compose almost two-thirds of all domestic production. 
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Table 5.5. Internal revenue, tariff, and the income tax: Revenue policy 
and sectors of the political economy in House voting, 1865-71 


Support for the position of finance capital (percent of 
members voting) 


National Iron and Border-state/ Sectional 

bank steel Settlement — Confederate stress 

Policy decision districts districts districts districts index 
Reduce tariff on 

railroad iron 43(23)  4.3(23) 65.7035) 2.2 (23) 59.6 

Repeal cotton tax 24.1 (29) 45.8 (24) 18.5 (27) 86.2. (29) 444 

Reduce income tax 92.0(25) 80.8 (26) 23.1(39) $0.0 (58) 49-4 
Reduce tariff on 

tailroad steel §2-4(21) 29.2(24) 79-4 (34) 65.9 (44) 58.3 
Internal revenue/ 

tariff bill 76.9 (26) 76.9 (26) 82.5(40) 69.2. (52) 327 


Note: For a description of these issues and the position of finance capital, see the accom- 
panying text. 


as those on carriages and billiard tables, professional licenses, and small 
levies on the gross receipts of railroads, theaters, and lotteries), and 
primarily consolidated revenue around distilled and fermented alcohol, 
tobacco, banking operations, and a few other goods (such as patent 
medicines and playing cards). The internal revenue revisions were almost 
categorically in line with those recommended by the financial community 
and the relatively obnoxious tariff section was the price that had to be 
paid to get them. The lopsided vote on final adoption of the combined 
measure reflected the political success of this shotgun marriage.°” 

In terms of consistency in voting on revenue policy, finance capitalists 
must have been most satisfied with the behavior of congressmen from 
the former slave states (see Table 5.5). Though these members split evenly 
on the reduction of the income tax and supported lowering of the tariff 
on railroad iron by only a slim margin, the overall record on the five 
policy decisions was generally in line with the views expressed by the 
financial community. Not so for the other delegations from the major 
sectors of the national political economy. Members from settlement con- 
stituencies were on the whole more supportive of positions taken by the 
financial community than were congressmen representing areas more 


57. Ferleger, Wells, pp. 116, 298; Hunt's, December 1869, pp. 441-2; June 1870, 
pp. 412-15, 420~§. The vote was 144 yea, 49 nay, and 37 abstaining, Congressional 
Globe 41:2:5522, July 13, 1870. 
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directly linked to the interests of industrial capitalism. Settlement mem- 
bers were particularly sound on the railroad schedules of the tariff and 
the general revenue bill. Iron members compiled the least desirable record, 
from the perspective of finance capital, while bank congressmen were 
only marginally more supportive. On the whole, these voting patterns 
provide little evidence of finance capitalist influence on legislative be- 
havior with respect to revenue policy. When congressmen from the heart 
of the Republican coalition are considered alone, support for finance 
capitalist positions generally declines across the board, but the rough 
rank ordering of the sectors remains the same (for example border-state 
districts are most supportive — see Table 5.6). Congressmen from “mixed” 
or Democratic districts were significantly more favorable to finance cap- 
italist perspectives than members belonging to the core precincts of the 
Republican party. This surprising pattern originated in the common op- 
position of Democrats and the financial community to central state ex- 
penditures. The former opposed spending because it furthered the 
interests of the Republicans by servicing their party’s coalition. The latter 
opposed spending because of its negative implications for maintaining a 
budgetary surplus. 

Several factors explain these results. In the first place, the finance cap- 
italist position on all of these decisions favored a reduction in taxation. 
With the exception of the omnibus revenue bill, which was the result of 
complex intraparty negotiations and maneuvering, the Republican coali- 
tion tended to favor the retention of revenue capacity. The party needed 
a secure and substantial flow of revenue to make side payments within 
the core coalition, (railroad subsidies in return for protectionist tariff 
schedules, for example), to pursue policies that would culminate in the 
resumption of specie payments, and to maintain a substantial military 
presence in the southern states. The omnibus revenue bill, when seen in 
this context, was an attempt to balance those goals against tax relief for 
commercial sectors. Members not included in the central coalition of the 
party, particularly Democrats, could support tax reduction measures 
without the moderating influence of the pacts and informal agreements 
made within the heart of the Republican party. 

As a proximate explanation of voting on these issues, however, direct 
representation of the political economic interests of the respective districts 
works very well. On the tariff decisions, for example, the deep divisions 
that opened up between the iron and settlement delegations can be traced 
directly to their competing interests in maintaining barriers against the 
importation of rails. On the whole, members from capital-rich constit- 
uencies backed the iron and steel schedules, but the industrial capitalist 
alliance began to fray a bit as Reconstruction wore on. 
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Table 5.6. Internal revenue, tariff, and the income tax: Revenue policy and sectors of the political economy in 


= Republican voting (1865-71) 

i Support for the position of finance capital (percent of members voting) 

3 National Tron and All All mixed/ 

gz bank steel Settleinent Border-state Republican Democratic 

Policy decision districts districts districts districts districts districts 

Reduce tariff on railroad iron 0.0 (17) 0.0 (15) 57-7 (26) 33-3 (9) 29.5 (105) 61.9 (42) 
Repeal cotton tax 0.0 (18) 14.3 (14) 0.0 (20) 50.0 (6) 96 (94) 85.7 (63) 
Reduce income tax 88.2 (17) 75.0 (16) 13.8 (29) 33.3 (9) 51-4 (111) 71.3 (80) 
Reduce tariff on railroad steel 30.8 (13) 12.5 (16) 77-8 (27) 60.0 (5) 43-9 (98) 76.7 (73) 
Internal revenue/tariff bill 100.0 (17) 100.0 (16) 96.8 (31) 87.5 (8) 97-3 (111) 43-9 (82) 


Note: “Republican districts” are those that were represented at all times by a Republican or a member of an affiliated party (such as the Union party 
in New York). “Mixed/Democratic districts” include all districts not represented in Congress for the entire period (the former Confederate districts 
of the South), districts that at one time or another were represented by members from both the Democratic and the Republican parties, and districts 
that, without exception, were represented by Democrats or members from closely affiliated parties (such as the Conservative party in Kentucky). 
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Roll call alignments on the income tax similarly followed district po- 
sitions in the political economy. On a per capita basis, internal revenue 
receipts from levies on personal income ranged from over ten dollars in 
the Boston and New York City revenue districts to a penny or less in 
western Arkansas (the third revenue district), the coastal plains and hill 
country of North Carolina (the first, fifth, and seventh districts), piedmont 
South Carolina (the third revenue district), and central Tennessee (the 
third, fourth, and sixth districts — see Map 5.2).** Receipts were very 
heavy in almost every major northern city (Philadelphia, Syracuse, Pitts- 
burgh, Cleveland, Columbus, Cincinnati, and Chicago) and in the gold- 
and silver-bearing regions of the West. Outside of Knoxville, Tennessee, 
and New Orleans, the South yielded almost nothing from this tax. When 
broken down by per capita receipts, congressional voting on income tax 
reduction followed the pattern of revenue flow (Table 5.7). Thus, the 
strong backing for the finance capital position by capital-rich districts 
on this issue was probably due to the interests of constituents and not 
to the comparatively remote systemic considerations suggested by the 
financial community.*? As Hunt’s lamented (a modern lament indeed): 


We have no officer of the Government in Congress whose business 
it is to consider the interest of the people as a whole, and to devise 
legislation for them....Each member of [the congressional] com- 
mittees has generally local interests to represent, in behalf of his 
constituents; and the committees sit by months together to hear the 
statements and arguments of such persons as can bring their own 
needs to Washington, and command the services of a lobby. If bills 
thus prepared seem to have been the result of a series of compromises 
between class interests and local demands rather than an application 
of the general principle [of the national interest], it is to be accounted 
for by our system of Government....To take a single instance of 
this, there has been in Congress and in the press an earnest demand 
for the abolition of the Income Tax. (Opposition to the tax has] been 
reinforced by the intense feeling which is aroused by the personal 
interest of those who feel this tax heavily, and who feel scarcely any 
other. Because a large part of the talking and writing men of the 
country are influenced by these feelings, it has been hastily assumed 
that the nation, as a whole, is bitterly against it. Yet... if it were 


58. The Civil War era tax on personal income was a comprehensive levy with major 
‘exclusions limited to corporate income on which taxes had already been paid and, 
for several years, rent on personal living quarters. See Hunt's, May 1863, pp. 397— 
8; August 1863, pp. 139-41. 

59. Between 1867 and 1869, an average of 260,000 individuals paid at least some tax 
on their income, though more than a third of these taxpayers owed twenty dollars 
‘or less. The levy yielded almost $26 million a year during this period. Chronicle, 
January 28, 1871, p. 102. 
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Map 5.2 Per capita receipts from the income tax: July 1, 1866, to June 30, 1867. Source: Calculated from data in the Annual Report of the Commissioner 
of Internal Revenue, 1867, the 1870 Census of Population, and Internal Revenue District boundaries published in the Internal Revenue Record, July 
24, 1869, pp. 26-30. 
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Table 5.7. Voting in the House of Representatives on reduction of the 
national income tax 


Revenue district receipts Percentage of votes cast 
(per capita) in favor of income tax reduction 
$ oto .25 36.5 (52) 
260.75 0.0 (62) 
+76 tO 2.00 67.7 (31) 
2.01 and over 93-5 (46) 


Source: Calculations by the author from roll call data and compilations of internal revenue 
receipts by congressional district (see note to Map 5.2). 


abandoned, the whole amount of it would have to be levied from 
the mass of the people in some way far less equitable and far more 
oppressive; and it only needs to be reduced to a moderate rate and 
adjusted upon the principles which we pointed out some time ago.°° 


Ifa roll call on simple repeal had been analyzed instead of this reduction, 
congressmen from bank and, to a lesser extent, iron constituencies would, 
with equal ease, have been thrown into opposition to finance capital 
(which opposed repeal until, roughly, 1871). 

The cotton tax fell most severely upon the plantation districts of the 
South and pushed overall receipts there to levels comparable to, if not a 
little above, those in the average northern district (see Map 5.3). Revenues 
from the cotton excise comprised more than 95 percent of all internal 
revenue receipts in northeastern Arkansas (97.1, the first district) and 
the northern two-thirds of Mississippi (97.6 and 98.7, the second and 
third revenue districts, respectively). In much of the remainder of the 
deep South, the cotton levy comprised more than 85 percent of all rev- 
enue. While the South’s dependence on cotton production is unmistakable 
in these figures, the near absence of any receipts from the other internal 
revenue schedules also says a lot about the impoverished and underde- 
veloped state of the region’s postwar economy. Not surprisingly, 86 
percent of all former slave-state congressmen supported repeal of the 
cotton tax, as did the same percentage of members from districts outside 
the heart of the Republican coalition. Finance capital apparently influ- 
enced few congressmen from capital-rich districts in the North on this 
policy even though the financial community as a whole strongly supported 
repeal. Iron and steel members were more responsive (but not much if 
they belonged to the central coalition of the Republican party). The cotton 
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tax also drove a wedge between cotton-producing and settlement dele- 
gations; the latter were the least burdened by internal revenue taxes of 
any of the major sectors of the political economy. 

In each instance, interests more directly implicated by the decision at 
hand than finance capital appear to have guided congressional decision 
making. Some relatively slight evidence indicates partisan bargaining 
within the central core of the Republican party, but, on the whole, voting 
‘on revenue policy issues was highly polarized by the weight of revenue 
demands imposed by the several schedules. Only the omnibus revenue 
bill indicates that the Republican party as an organization could serve 
as an effective broker for the major sectors that provided it with a man- 
date for political rule. 


Federal operations and expenditures 


Compared to revenue questions, issues involving government expendi 
tures were more tangentially related to the operating requirements of the 
financial system in that they less strongly redirected the otherwise free 
workings of the marketplace. While the negative incentives of the tax 
structure entered into the economic calculations of almost everyone in 
the nation, federal spending, even in the form of corporate subsidies and 
military occupation of the South, was less pervasive or effective in shaping 
private economic activity. Much of government spending, all observers 
conceded, was either wasted through incompetence or fraudulently di- 
verted from public goals. While waste and corruption were deplored, the 
financial community viewed government spending as less debilitating, 
everything considered, than the systemic impact of taxation on economic 
life. Government corruption and incompetence did, however, lead finance 
capital to strongly support reform in the criteria and procedures under 
which appointments to public office were made.*' 

On all of the questions analyzed in this section, the interests of the 
Republican party as a political organization and the position of the fi- 
nancial community were uncompromisingly opposed. On civil service 
reform, for example, Hunt’s backed the operating requirements of the 
executive branch against the purely partisan interests of majority-party 
congressmen: 


61. See, for example, Unger’s observation that civil “service reform attracted many (busi- 
nessmen] who feared the blackmail often extorted by corrupt politicians from legit- 
imate merchants and manufacturers.” Greenback Era, p. 1443 Stephen Skowronek, 
Building a New American State: The Expansion of National Administrative Capac- 
ities, 1877-1920 (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1982), pp. $1~5; Ferleger, 
Wells, p. 41. 
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The one condition of purity and efficiency in a Democratic Govern- 
ment is that the Executive shall be a unit both in power and in 
respon: ity. The custom of Congress is now to regard the Executive 
as its instrument, expecially in the matter of appointments to office; 
so that the whole civil service of the country is divided up into lots, 
for distribution among Congressmen of the fortunate party... . [The 
Executive’s] highest acts of sovereignty are not its own; as a fountain 
of honor and source of authority, it is a mere mouthpiece of a partisan 
majority in Congress, cach man wholly irresponsible for the excessive 
influence he wields, often secretly, upon the most solemn and mo- 
mentous acts of the Executive. ... Before any general reform in the 
administration of public affairs can begin, the Executive authority 
in its integrity, with the full responsibility for all its appointments, 
must be restored to the... President.** 


Because no public policy, no matter how well designed in law, would 
fail if executed by an incompetent or corrupt bureaucracy, civil service 
reform was a fundamental requirement for almost all government inter- 
vention in the political economy (including active management of the 
nation’s money market). The first serious attempt to reform appointments 
to government office came in the form of a bill drafted by the House 
Committee on Retrenchment and sponsored in floor debate by Repre- 
sentative Thomas Jenckes of Providence, Rhode Island (who also man- 
aged the bankruptcy legislation). On February 6, 1867, the House tabled 
and thus killed civil service reform by a narrow, six-vote margin.” 

The remaining four decisions studied under this heading represent a 
broad selection of expenditure issues that were important to maintaining 
the internal cohesion of the Republican party coalition. In each and every 
case, spokesmen for the financial community indicated unequivocal op- 
position to the principle that underlay government spending in the re- 
spective policy areas (see Chapter 4). The first of these four decisions 
involved adoption of an amendment offered by Representative Thaddeus 
Stevens of Pennsylvania, an ardent protectionist and one of the leading 
members of the Republican party. Stevens proposed that a 20 percent 
bonus be paid to civil employees of the government who worked in 
Washington, D.C., and whose salaries were below $2,000 a year. “Seeing 
the very delightful, wholesome mania for reform which has taken pos- 
session of our souls and which pervades this whole country now,” Stevens 


62, June 1870, p. 408. 

63. Congressional Globe 39:2:1033~6. The tally was 72 yea, 66 nay, and 52 members 
abstained. For background to civil service reform, including this vote, see Leonard 
D. White, The Republican Era: A Study in Administrative History (New York: 
Macmillan, 1958), pp. 279-81; Ari Hoogenboom, ‘Thomas A. Jenckes and Civil 
Service Reform,” Journal of American History 47 (March 1961): 636-58. 
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claimed he had exercised restraint by instituting the $2,000 cap on the 
bonus (the previous year’s bonus lacked a ceiling). Offered on December 
16, 1867, the salary bonus was added to the appropriations bill by a 
razor thin margin of three votes.“* 

Later in the same session, the House considered a bill to establish a 
monopoly on the transportation of American mail between the United 
States and Europe for the steamships of the (to be created) Commercial 
Navigation Company. The bill provided substantial annual subsidies 
above and beyond the actual costs for ocean carriage of the mails. These 
subsidies were to be used by the Post Office to retire the company’s 
bonds, which would be deposited with (but not guaranteed by) that 
department. If enacted, the legislation promised to do for oceanic shipping 
what the Pacific railroad acts had done for land transportation. And, in 
fact, the bill found favor in the House; an early attempt to table the 
measure failed by a large margin on June 10, 1868.°% 

On January 18, 1869, William Holman of Indiana, who was given the 
informal title “watchdog of the Treasury” by his colleagues, offered a 
nonbinding resolution urging: “That in the present condition of the na- 
tional finances no further subsidies ought to be granted by Congress, 
either in bonds or money, to railroad or other corporations, or to promote 
local enterprises, but the whole resources of the country ought to be 
applied to the pressing necessities of the public service in such manner 
as will relieve the people from the burdens of taxation.” Though Holman 
was not necessarily a friend of finance capital on other issues (particularly 
those involving monetary policy), this resolution almost exactly stated 
the position of the financial community on corporate subsidies. A sizable 
majority backed the resolution, but the motion was of little or no practical 
effect.°° 

The last of the five decisions in this section arose in connection with 
consideration of a sundry civil appropriation bill on February 28, 1871. 
In previous House deliberations, the membership had “with wonderful 
unanimity” overridden the objections of the Appropriations Committee 
and its chairman, Henry Dawes of Massachusetts, and added numerous 
new public works projects to the measure. After the bill had been loaded 
up with new projects, the House, in Dawes’s words, “shrunk from its 
own work and strangled its own offspring.” In an effort to bring the bill 


64. Congressional Globe 40:2:21 5. Seventy-three members supported the bonus, 70 op- 
posed, and 44 abstained. The bonus was later taken out of the final bill. 

65. Congressional Globe 40:2:3031-3. Only 36 members voted to table (the finance 
capital position), 97 opposed the motion, and 56 abstained. The bill, however, never 
became law. 

66. Congressional Globe 40:3:424. The vote was 90 to 67, with 65 abstentions. 
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back from the grave, the Appropriations Committee offered an amend- 
ment to strike all but one of the new projects. The resulting roll call gave 
the committee a narrow victory.” The vote also recorded congressional 
sentiment on one of the most important sources — along with patronage 
appointments and railroad subsidies — of political spoils for the Repub- 
lican party. 

The rebellion on the House floor against the leadership of the Appro- 
priations Committee can, in part, be traced to the panel’s and the Re- 
publican party’s discrimination against certain regions of the country in 
the distribution of projects. This discrimination heavily weighted public 
works expenditures in favor of the Northeast and left little for the former 
slave states or settlement districts. For example, the War Department’s 
revised estimates for rivers and harbors improvements for fiscal year 1869 
suggested that no projects be awarded to the states of the former Con- 
federacy. Authorized expenditures for rivers and harbors in fiscal year 
1870 granted the South just over 5 percent of the national total, but most 
of the spending was dedicated to improving navigation at the mouth of 
the Mississippi River, a project just as, if not more, important to the 
North as it was to the South. Overall, Reconstruction spending heavily 
favored the already well-developed ports and river courses of the East 
over the developing and, in the South, war-devastated periphery (see 
Table 5.8).“* Given the long southern coastline, the disrepair into which 
port facilities had fallen, and the importance of cotton exports to the 
national economy, the discrimination against projects in the states of the 
former Confederacy was even more marked than these per capita figures 
suggest. 

Congressmen from bank and iron districts were much more favorable 
to the institution of civil service protection for federal employees than 


67. Congressional Globe 41:3:1752~7. The tally was 110 votes for the committee sub- 
stitute (striking out the projects added on the floor), 102 votes for the amended bill 
(with the projects retained in it), and 28 abstentions. 

68. “Appropriations for Harbor and River Improvements,” Exec. Doc. 224: House of 
Representatives: goth Cong., 2nd Sess., Ser. Rec. 1341 (Washington, D.C.: Govern- 
ment Printing Office GPO}, 1868); “Improvement of Rivers and Harbors,” Exec. 
Doc. 22: Senate: 41st Cong., and Sess., Ser., Rec. 1405 (GPO, 1870); “Public Works 
in States and Territories,” Exec. Doc. 12: Senate: 43rd Cong., 1st Sess., Ser. Rec. 
1580 (GPO, 1874), p. 18. The latter included spending on the construction of public 
buildings, fortifications, and arsenals and armories, in addition to rivers and harbors 
improvements. Such building construction pushed expenditures in the District of 
Columbia, for example, over $112 per capita (not included in the table). For slightly 
different figures on regional expenditures, see C. Vann Woodward, Reunion and 
Reaction: The Compromise of 1877 and the End of Reconstruction (Boston: Little, 
Brown, 1966), pp. 58~9. Seip points out that southern Republicans were excluded 
from service on the House Appropriations Committee. South Returns to Congress, 
p- 116. 
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Table 5.8. Sectional distribution of rivers and harbors spending, 


1865-73 
Total rivers and 
harbors 
expenditures, 1870 Per capita 
Region 1865-73 Population expenditures 
New England $12,174,852.42 3,487,924 $ 3.49 
New York, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania 19,649,132.27 8,810,806 2.23 
Midwest 19,540,209.58 11,245,635 1.74 
Pacific 7,161,618.97 693,661 10.32 
Border 2,167,141.34 4,389,429 49 
Confederate 9A44,945-22  95487,386 1.00 
Territories 251,272.13 311,030 81 


Source: Calculated from data provided by the sources cited in note 68 to the text. 


members from settlement or former slave constituencies (see Tables 5.9 
and 5.10). Polarization on this issue was even more marked within the 
heart of the Republican coalition than in the House membership as a 
whole: Only 14 percent of central coalition Republicans from settlement 
districts backed the civil service bill, while 92 percent of iron and steel 
members did so. Heavy backing by congressmen from industrial capital 
districts (both iron and bank) lifted the overall percentage of central 
coalition Republicans to 51, nine points higher than the proportion of 
members representing mixed and Democratic constituencies supporting 
reform. On this issue, the financial community was apparently influential 
even though the reform effort failed. 

Not so on the other four decisions. In each instance, the financial 
community’s position was opposed to federal expenditures. The one case, 
opposition to appropriations for new projects, in which members from 
capital-rich districts supported spending restraint involved conflict over 
political spoils in which the influence of the financial community probably 
played little role. The very high sectional stress score and heavy oppo- 
sition to new, floor-sponsored projects by central coalition Republicans 
indicate that decision was interpreted as a defense of party prerogatives 
(as opposed to general considerations of fiscal responsibility). Central 
coalition Republicans in each of the four political economic sectors, for 
example, gave a higher proportion of their votes to the committee than 
their respective cohorts in the full House membership. Although the 
pattern within the heart of the Republican coalition still reflected the 
discriminatory inclinations of the committee, the pattern also suggests 
effective cooptation of majority-party members from settlement and 
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Table 5.9. Federal expenditures and operations: Sectors of the political 
economy in House voting, 1865-71 


Support for the position of finance capital (percent of 
members voting) 


National Iron and Border-state/ Sectional 
bank steel Settlement Confederate _stress 

Policy decision districts districts. districts districts index 
Create civil service 85.7 (21) 75.0(20) 20.7(29) 3.8 (22) 40.9 
Bonus to federal 

employees 36.8 (19) 20.0(20) 58.8 (34) 66.7 (24) 38.6 
Establish steamship 

line 20.0(20) 20.0(20) 32.4(34) 41-7 (24) 27.8 
Corporation and 

railroad aid 69.2 (13) 60.0(15) 53-1 (32) 33.3 (51) sus 
Appropriations for 

new projects 62.1 (29) 45.8 (24) 60.0 (40) 27.4 (70) 56.9 


Note: For a description of these issues and the position of finance capital, see the accom- 
panying text. 


border-state constituencies that were otherwise allocated small shares of 
the national pie. 

Bank and iron members were also marginally more favorable to spend- 
ing restraints on corporate aid when the issue was framed in general 
terms. But when the decision concerned subsidization of a steamship line 
which would operate out of New York City (the rough equivalent of a 
Union Pacific railroad to Europe), these members caved in. They also 
acceded to the bonus for federal employees in Washington, D.C. The 
central bureaucracy was largely staffed by patronage appointees from 
Republican districts in the Northeast, rather than party loyalists from 
the interior, agrarian sections of the country.’ That connection to local 


69. Of the 188 full-time employees of the Office of Internal Revenue in September 1877, 
for example, 36 were drawn from the immediate vicinity of Washington (the District 
‘of Columbia, Maryland, and Virginia — one employee for every 59,382 persons in 
the total population), 37 hailed from New England (one employee for every 94,268 
persons), 53 came from the middle Atlantic states (New York, New Jersey, and 
Pennsylvania — one employee for every 166,242 persons), 42 were appointed from 
the Midwest (also the home of the commissioner of internal revenue — one employee 
for every 267,75 3 persons), three came from the West (one for every 334,897 persons), 
six were employed from border states other than Maryland (one for every 601,422 
persons), and eleven hailed from southern states other than Virginia (one for every 
751,111 persons in the region’s population). Calculated from data in Secretary of 
the Interior, United States Official Register, 1877 (Washington, D.C.: Government 
Printing Office, 1878), pp. 62~4 and the 1870 Census of Population. 


jeene ‘asn jo suiay 2103 abpuquie) 


ajey Ausaf ‘2103 60°96 ug wes maw;'sdny Wo4y papeojuMoa 


= Table 5.10. Federal expenditures and operations: Sectors of the political economy in Republican voting, 1865-71 
2 
3 Support for the position of finance capital (percent of Republicans voting) 
= National Tron and all All mixed/ 
bank steel Settlement Border-state Republican Democratic 
Policy decision districts districts districts districts districts districts 
2 Create civil service 84.6 (13) 91.7 (12) 13.6 (22) 28.6 (7) 51.2 (86) 43-2 (52) 
a Bonus to federal employees 27.3 (11) 27.3 (11) 67.9 (28) 62.5 (8) 52.6 (97) 41-3 (46) 
z Establish steamship line 83 (12) 8.3 (12) 29.6 (27) 12.5 (8) 18.0 (89) 45-5 (44) 
4 Corporation and railroad aid 50.0 (8) 60.0 (10) 53.8 (26) 28.6 (7) 581 (86) 54.9 (71) 
= Appropriations for new projects 88.9 (18) 71.4 (14) 65.5 (29) 50.0 (8) 76.1 (109) 26.2 (103) 
a 
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party organizations in their home districts overrode the financial com- 
munity’s preference for fiscal restraint. 

On the whole, the voting patterns on these five decisions suggest that 
finance capital influenced congressional decisions on spending or gov- 
ernment operations only when the sector’s interests were directly impli- 
cated (as in commercial relations with the Customs Bureau and civil 
service reform). Otherwise, the voting alignments indicate a wide-ranging 
struggle over political spoils in which the regional distribution of federal 
largesse and defense of the legislative integrity of the Republican party 
as a decision-making organization largely determined the pattern of 
congressional behavior. 


Finance capital, the Republican party, 
and Reconstruction 


As a class, finance capitalists had many reasons to view radical Repub- 
lican plans for Reconstruction of the South with distrust and few reasons 
to place faith in the process or the outcome. For one thing, a serious 
effort to remake the plantation political economy could not avoid inter- 
fering with the recovery of cotton production and exports (see below). 
Any delay in the resumption of production would impede efforts to 
stabilize the national debt through refunding operations, to continue 
interest payments and ultimately redeem bond principal in specie, to 
maintain economic expansion in the remainder of the nation by enabling 
importation of goods and, finally, to resume the gold standard in domestic 
transactions. In 1865 Treasury Secretary McCulloch spoke for a wide 
spectrum of the financial community when he allowed that the federal 
debt was “undeniably large,” but went on to say “with the labor question 
at the South settled on terms just to the employer and to the laborer, 
and with entire harmony between the different sections, it will be rapidly 
diminished, in burden and amount.”’? Though McCulloch was far too 
optimistic about debt reduction, his position clearly reflected the Johnson 
administration’s accommodation to the interests of the southern plan- 
tation elite and early readmission of the former states of the Confederacy 
to full political rights within the federal union. Even when all other major 
groups in the North had abandoned Johnson, the financial community, 
particularly in New York City, remained loyal.”" 


70. Annual Report of the Secretary of the Treasury, 1865, reprinted in Hunt's, January 
1866, pp. 69-70. Maintenance of an army of occupation in the South and the es- 
tablishment of the Freedmen’s Bureau were similarly viewed by David Wells and 
others as obstacles to financial stability. Ferleger, Wells, p. 75. 

71. During his visit to New York in August, 1866, Johnson delivered a well-received 
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Radical Reconstruction also presented problems to finance capital in 
at least two other respects. In order to succeed, a remaking of the southern 
political economy would have to redistribute landed wealth from sepa- 
ratist elements to those portions of the population that were loyal to the 
Union (see Chapter 6).”* Only in this way could the latter, black freedmen 
and a fraction of hill-country whites, free themselves from an otherwise 
debilitating dependence on the economic wealth and power of the plan- 
tation elite. Some of that transfer had already occurred because, as Hunt’s 
observed, “the late great civil war broke down certain sections and classes 
in this country, and transferred wealth and power to new hands, and... 
such revolutions always unsettle customs, habits of thought and moral 
judgments.”””* War, however, was a chaotic process of change for which 
peace and social stability were a strong antidote. The difficulty with a 
truly radical reshaping of the southern class order was the postwar, 
bureaucratic involvement of the national government in the determina- 
tion of property relations. 

Radicals urged confiscatory taxation and open expropriation of the 
property of former Confederates and connected these measures to a re- 
distribution of land to propertyless former slaves. Even if this transfer 
of wealth had fallen within the administrative capabilities of the federal 
government (which is to be seriously doubted given the graft and cor- 
ruption rampant throughout the central state bureaucracy), such inter- 
vention in southern property relations was likely to erupt into an 
uncontrollable, ever-widening threat to the entire capitalist order.” It 
was likely, for example, that a redistribution of southern land to freedmen 
would make race the defining cleavage in the region’s politics by pro- 


speech to the financial community in which he observed “You have abour three 
thousand millions of dollars in bonds. How are you going to preserve the credit of 
them? Will you tell me how the security, how the value, how the ultimate payment 
of the interest and principal of those bonds is to be secured? Is it by continuing this 
Government, disrupted as it is, by crippling our energies, and dividing us up into half 
a dozen petty States? Let me tell you, and mark what I tell you, that there is no way 
by which those bonds can be ultimately paid, interest and principal than by the 
consolidation of our nationality, the perpetuity and completeness of the Union of the 
States.” Quoted in Sharkey, Money, Class, and Party, pp. 274-5. 

72. Seip, South Returns to Congress, pp. 269-72; Eric Foner, Politics and Ideology in 
the Age of the Civil War (New York: Oxford University Press, 1980), pp. 119-23, 
131-49. 

73. June 1870, p. 405. 

74. On the administrative incapacity of the national government to reshape the southern 
political economy, see William Gillette, Retreat from Reconstruction, 1869-1879 
(Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 1979), pp. 31~3. In carrying out 
even limited tasks associated with Reconstruction, Gillette observes, “The adminis- 
trative apparatus of the Department of Justice, the court system, and the military 
establishment were comparable to a dinosaur — slow, cumbersome, and monumental 
in inefficiency.” 


350 Yankee Leviathan 


moting blacks as the clients of the federal government while treating 
whites with comparative indifference or, in the case of those who were 
expropriated, hostility. In the absence of direct military rule, federal 
sponsorship of black economic independence could not be the sole pillar 
of Reconstruction. Some land would have to be distributed to poor 
whites. But this adjustment in policy would have both expanded the 
scope of federal intervention and changed the political economic basis. 
Only a minute fraction of the southern plantation elite had remained 
loyal to the Union during the war, and most whites who had denied the 
Confederacy their support came from impoverished hill country regions. 
In fact, in order to make poor whites in any significant numbers eligible 
for a redistribution program, the tests for loyalty to the Union during 
the war would have had to have been set fairly low. The involvement of 
whites in property redistribution would thus transform a racial cleavage 
into a class division. 

The problem with a class-centered policy of wealth redistribution was 
that it was difficult to see how it could be limited to the South. Once 
wealth redistribution under central state auspices was begun, northern 
labor would almost certainly start to ask that eligibility in the southern 
transfer of wealth be extended to lower classes in the North that had 
not only been loyal to but had fought for the Union. Furthermore, once 
the central state had developed the administrative capacity to redistribute 
property between classes and legitimated the principle of redistribution, 
the financial and industrial wealth of the North would have been com- 
pelled to develop and defend a logic that distinguished their position in 
the political economy from that occupied by the southern aristocracy. In 
the short run, such a defense based on wartime loyalty to the Union 
would have successfully distinguished northern and southern elites and 
open challenges to northern capital would have failed. In the long run, 
however, the necessary logical and ideological distinctions would have 
weakened (both as the southern aristocracy disappeared and the justifying 
arguments citing “treason” became shopworn).”' In fact, in one sense 
northern capitalists needed the southern plantation elite in order to po- 
sition themselves as the defenders of “free labor” in the national political 
economy. Thus, under a program of massive land redistribution, the 
southern aristocracy not only would have vanished as a useful symbol 
but, simultaneously, the foundations of capitalist property relations in 
the North would have been undermined.” 


75. Foner, Reconstruction, pp. 309-10, and Politics and Ideology, p. 144. 

76. A separate difficulty with a land redistribution in the South was the apparent incli- 
nation of land-owning freedmen to adopt subsistence agriculture and thus withdraw 
from cotton cultivation. From the perspective of finance capital, the most important 
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The plausibility of this possible trajectory under a regimen of radical 
Reconstruction depends on several contingencies. One, permanent mil- 
itary occupation of the South, has already been mentioned. In order to 
see massive land redistribution as politically untenable, permanent oc- 
cupation (for twenty or more years by as many as 100,000 troops) must 
be viewed as outside the range of political possibility (in terms, for ex- 
ample, of the maintenance of supporting political coalitions).’” Other 
possibilities that might have diverted the energy otherwise feeding this 
hypothetical, ever-widening spiral of class conflict might include the po- 
tential massive use of federal patronage in the South to establish a de- 
pendent, white office-holding class to complement the black yeomanry 
created by land redistribution. What this office-holding class would have 
done is a salient question here, because the largest (and, in many com- 
munities, the only) federal presence in the South, after the military, was 
the post office (see Chapter 6). Though thousands of postmasters were 
employed throughout the interior, most were paid trifling salaries and 
the system could not have served as a durable clientele base if significantly 
challenged by other parts of the southern political economy. 

Though pensions and other government benefits were also theoretically 
available as alternatives to civil employment, all alternatives under this 
heading seem both to require a major expansion in central state activity 
(in order to create the offices to be filled by loyal southern whites) and 
to invite a parallel spiral of demands, focusing, in this case, on the spoils 
of federal office (northern workers might very well ask why the com- 
parative security of government employment was limited to southern 


reason for establishing a loyalist group in the South was to permanently pacify the 
region so that cotton exports could resume. Though land redistribution would have 
strengthened the political economic foundations of the American state, the program 
would have been a mixed blessing in that the loss of cotton exports would have 
‘endangered the health of the financial system. Foner, Reconstruction, pp. 54, 108— 
10, 133-4, 167, 220, 234. 

77. On the finance community's attitude toward military occupation, note this passage 
from Hunt's: “We cannot safely permit a colonial system to grow up among us, 
tending as it does to concentrate power in the hands of the Executive, and to enlarge 
it even to the dimensions of imperialism... . Till our Southern States are permitted 
to have their Senators and representatives in Congress, they are but colonies of their 
sister commonwealths, and can have no joint interest in our great national system.” 
March 1866, p. 170. Also see Hunt's, May 1866, pp. 329—31; February 1868, p. 121; 
March 1868, pp. 188-202; Unger, Greenback Era, p. 138; and this passage from a 
letter (dated August 7, 1867) from Edward Atkinson to Secretary McCulloch: “I am 
endeavoring in connection with some others who are known as extreme radicals to 
give such direction to the reorganization of the south as shall prevent the creation 
of an exclusive black men’s party and also to kill the scheme of confiscation.” Sharkey, 
Money, Class, and Party, p. 119; for a strong argument that the New York financial 
‘community backed Johnson's moderate Reconstruction policies for economic reasons, 
See pp. 253, 272-5. 
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loyalists). The purpose of this discussion, however, is not to demonstrate 
that radical Reconstruction was doomed to failure before it started be- 
cause the various logics through which it might have operated all ran 
afoul of the interests of northern capital. Instead, this exposition is in- 
tended to suggest that an effective Reconstruction of the southern political 
economy would almost certainly have implicated northern class relations 
in some way, depending on the strategy pursued. Furthermore, although 
these scenarios perhaps seem more likely with the aid of hindsight than 
they would have appeared at the time, the vested interest of finance 
capitalists in economic and political stability would have led the financial 
community to oppose most radical plans for the South in any case. 

All radical schemes to reconstruct the South entailed some more or 
less permanent expansion of central state activity and expenditures. Yet 
the financial community placed a high priority on retrenchment both as 
a strategy that would ensure budgetary surpluses and as a necessary 
precondition for tax reduction.”* During the 1868 presidential campaign, 
the Democratic nominee, Horatio Seymour, charged that military oc- 
cupation of the South was costing the nation some $150 million a year 
and that, everything included, government expenditures associated with 
Reconstruction consumed upward of $300 million. In a published reply 
to the Democratic nominee’s claims, Wells countered that direct spending 
associated with Reconstruction could total no more that $63 million 
annually. Even the Special Revenue Commissioner’s estimate, which ap- 
pears too low, amounted to over a quarter of all federal spending aside 
from interest payments on the national debt.”? In comparison, federal 
spending on internal improvements and corporate subsidies totaled only 
about $8.3 million in fiscal 1868. Reconstruction-related expenditures 
represented a large percentage of all controllable federal spending during 
the period, and a more effective reshaping of the southern political econ- 
omy would have been even more costly than the actual level of expen- 
ditures. 

Finance capital thus had strong reasons to view the designs of radical 
Republicans with suspicion. The financial community’s concern with the 
stability of the money market, support for the resumption of specie pay- 
ments, cautious attitude toward governmental regulation of property and 


78. For example, Commissioner Wells regularly included the military and the Freedmen’s 
Bureau among his recommended reductions in spending. Ferleger, Wells, p. 40, 755 
108. 

79. Exceeding by some $70 million all federal spending other than interest in fiscal year 
1868, Seymour's top estimate is certainly too high, but the lower figure may be closer 
to actual Reconstruction costs than Wells’s calculation. Ferleger, Wells, pp. 210-125 
Paul B. Trescott, “Federal Government Receipts and Expenditures, 1861-1875,” 
Journal of Economic History 26 (June 1966): 207. 
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class relations, and desire for a retrenchment in expenditures all weighed 
heavily and negatively against radical schemes. Henry Adams stated the 
case well in a letter (dated February 16, 1867) to his brother, Charles. 
As a consequence of radical Republican activities, Henry wrote, “I look 
for a struggle for gold combined with a panic, a crash in banks, a Congres- 
sional attempt to expand the currency, and a how! of agony from the 
whole country, as the natural effect of what is passing and has passed. 
As for politics I care not a damn whether the South rules us or not. In 
the worst of times they never ruled us so badly as Congress rules us 
now.’ On the other side of the balance, the financial community’s 
continued participation in the Republican party necessitated some mod- 
eration of this strongly conservative position. 

From 1865 to 1871, hundreds of votes on various aspects of Recon- 
struction policy were recorded in the House of Representatives. In order 
to summarize the otherwise confusing and vast volume of congressional 
debate over Reconstruction, nine decisions have been selected from these 
hundreds of roll calls. Since federal policy toward the South tended to 
vary from Congress to Congress, these nine decisions have been further 
divided into three thematic categories. In the Thirty-ninth Congress, the 
theme is the reorganization of the southern political economy. Under this 
heading the most serious proposals for federal intervention in southern 
property relations and the regional class order are considered. The failure 
of these proposals led radical Republicans to retreat to a program that 
relied upon suffrage regulation and federal political controls (the theme 
of the Fortieth Congress). In spite of some striking legislative victories, 
political intervention also failed to secure the local dominance of southern 
loyalists. As troops were withdrawn from the region, one state after 
another fell under the control of resurgent white “redeemers.” The last 
line of defense for radical Republicans became the attachment of special 
conditions to the readmission of southern states (the theme of the Forty- 
first Congress). These conditions were intended to make the former Con- 
federate states subordinate members of the Union, always vulnerable to 
reoccupation by the military forces of the central government if “repub- 
lican” principles were violated. This last ditch effort foundered in Con- 
gress. While the federal government pursued many other more narrowly 
conceived policies, and although these thematic ions overlapped in 
time in ways that defy precise chronological delineation, this categori- 
zation neatly captures both the focus of the individual congresses and 
the sequential ordering of radical Republican efforts to “reconstruct” the 
South. 


80. Levenson et al., eds., Letters of Henry Adams, p. 519. 
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During the Thirty-ninth Congress (1865-7), the most important single 
decision on Reconstruction policy recorded in the House of Represen- 
tatives was the rejection of Thaddeus Stevens’s substitute for the bill 
renewing the authority of the Freedmen’s Bureau. That measure proposed 
to open up three million acres of public land in the South to settlement 
by freedmen and white loyalists, gave temporary title to lands already 
taken up by freedmen in General Sherman’s military district, and ordered 
federal purchase of land for resale to blacks. Stevens’s substitute included 
land “from forfeited estates of the enemy” among the lands eligible for 
“homestead or preemption” by southern loyalists. In addition, his pro- 
posal reduced the rental on all such lands to a nominal sum “not to 
exceed ten cents per acre per annum.” Stevens also fixed a ceiling of two 
dollars per acre on the purchase price of land taken up under the act."* 
In general, the substitute envisioned the wholesale confiscation of the 
landed property of former rebels and its redistribution on easy terms to 
a new black and poor white yeomanry. As Eric Foner has described it, 
Stevens “had two related goals. One was to destroy the power of the 
planter class; the other, to create a new class of black and white yeomen 
as the basis of future southern political and social power, and as allies 
of the Republican middle class of the North.”** On February 6, 1866, 
the House overwhelmingly rejected this plan for a radical redistribution 
of southern wealth (126 to 37, with 19 members abstaining).** 

When finally enacted in another form, public lands in the South were 
opened up for settlement and southern loyalists were given preferential 
consideration until 1867. On February 28, 1867, Representative George 
Julian of Indiana called up a bill to both strengthen this preferential 


81. Congressional Globe 39:1:655, February 5, 1866; Foner, Politics and Ideology, 
pp. 138-9; more generally, see Kenneth M. Stampp, The Era of Reconstruction, 
1865-1877 (New York: Vintage, 1965), pp. 122-30. 

82. Politics and Ideology, p. 134. In a specch delivered in his congressional district in 
Lancaster County, Pennsylvania, on September 6, 1865, Stevens argued, “Heretofore 
... Southern society has had more the features of aristocracy than of democracy; the 
Southern States have been despotisms. Is it possible that any practical equality of 
rights can exist where a few thousand men monopolize the whole landed property. 
. +. How can republican institutions, free churches, free social intercourse exist in a 
mingled community of nabobs and serfs, of owners of twenty-thousand-acre manors, 
with lordly palaces, and the occupants of narrow huts inhabited by low white trash? 
If the South is ever to be made a safe republic let her land be cultivated by the toil 
of its owners, or the free labor of intelligent citizens. This must be done even though 
it drive the nobility into exile. If they go, all the better. It is easier and more beneficial 
to exile seventy thousand proud, bloated and defiant rebels than to expatriate four 
million laborers, native to the soil and loyal to the government.” Quoted in W. R. 
Brock, An American Crisis: Congress and Reconstruction, 1865-1867 (New York: 
Harper & Row, 1963), p. or. On the opposition of liberal reformers to Stevens’s 
confiscation plan, see Sprout, The Best Men, pp. 27-8. 

83. Congressional Globe 39:1:688, February 6, 1866. 
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treatment and make discrimination in southern homesteading permanent 
by requiring that “any person applying for the benefit of said act shall 
be required to make oath that he has not borne arms against the United 
States or given aid and comfort to its enemies.” After perfunctory debate 
and one minor amendment, Julian’s bill passed the House by a large 
margin (97 to 30, with 63 abstentions). Even though the principle em- 
bodied in this oath could have been important in other contexts, in this 
case the practical significance was small. Southern “waste lands” (as one 
congressman referred to them) were simply too poor to attract or support 
more than a few thousand of the almost five million freedmen.** 

The last decision from the Thirty-ninth Congress analyzed here is the 
vote by which the Senate version of the 1866 civil rights bill was recom- 
mitted to the House Judiciary Committee on March 9, 1866. The measure 
declared all blacks born in the United States to be citizens within the 
meaning of the Constitution and guaranteed that all residents were en- 
titled to equal rights under the laws, particularly those that enabled 
individuals “to make and enforce contracts, to sue, be parties, and give 
evidence, to inherit, purchase, lease, sell, hold, and convey real and per- 
sonal property, and to full and equal benefit of all laws and proceedings 
for the security of person and property.” The entire machinery of the 
federal government, including district attorneys, marshalls, commission- 
ers appointed by the district courts. agents of the Freedmen’s Bureau, 
and the military, was to be involved in the protection of individual rights 
from violations by other persons or state and local governments. As long 
as state or local governments discriminated in the enforcement or admin- 
istration of their laws, the operations of their courts would be supplanted 
by the federal judiciary. Although it fell far short of radical proposals to 
redistribute wealth, this measure promised a federal administration of 
civil and property rights throughour not only the South but the entire 
nation.*’ A slightly amended version of this bill later became law. 

During the Fortieth Congress, the regulation of suffrage rights and 


84. Congressional Globe 39:2:1660-1, February 28, 1867; Foner, Politics and Ideology, 
PP. 139-40; Paul Gates, “Federal Land Policy in the South, 1866-1888,” Journal of 
Southern History 6 (August 1940):304-13. 

85. The House recommitted the measure ty a vote of 82 to 70 with 31 abstentions. 
Congressional Globe 39:1:1296, March 9, 866. When the bill reemerged from the 
House Judiciary Committee, the rights to be secured were limited to those specifically 
mentioned in the bill and a section was added that invited an early test of the proposal’s 
constitutionality before the Supreme Court. Passed by Congress, the bill was later 
enacted over Andrew Johnson’s veto. Benedict, A Compromise of Principle, pp. 148, 
162, 1653 Brock, An American Crisis, p. 112. For a good summary of this bill and 
other civil rights measures enacted during Reconstruction, see Robert J. Kaczorowski, 
“To Begin the Nation Anew: Congress, Citizenship, and Civil Rights,” American 
Historical Review 92 (February 1987): 45-68. 
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direct federal control of state administrative machinery came to dominate 
legislative deliberations. On July 15, 1867, for example, the House over- 
whelmingly adopted a resolution requesting the Judiciary Committee “to 
inquire and report to this House whether the States of Kentucky, Mary- 
land, and Delaware now have State governments republican in form, and 
that the committee have leave to report by bill or otherwise at any time.” 
The resolution plainly contemplated the possible erection of Reconstruc- 
tion regimes in these border states that had never left the Union. Both 
removal from office of local governmental officials and expulsion of 
members of Congress could have possibly followed legislative action on 
this issue. Since congressmen from these states were notoriously conser- 
vative, expulsion would have strengthened radical Republican influence 
in both chambers of Congress. Although the House later added subpoena 
authority to the committee’s investigative powers, no bill was ever re- 
ported.** 

As congressional Republicans guided southern state conventions in the 
drafting of new, radical constitutions, the timing and method of the 
replacement of the incumbent civil governments that had been established 
by Andrew Johnson presented a rapidly mounting difficulty. Moderates 
sought to give the military commanders of southern districts discretionary 
authority over civil officials (thus transferring that power away from the 
president). Radical Republicans, led by Ben Butler of Massachusetts and 
Stevens, offered a substitute which declared that in the former states of 
the Confederacy (Tennessee excepted) “there are no civil State govern- 
ments republican in form, and that the so-called civil governments in said 
States... shall not be recognized as valid or legal State governments either 
by the executive or judicial power or authority of the United States.” 
The substitute then proposed an arrangement under which the new con- 
ventions could seize control of the state machinery even before the con- 
stitutions they crafted had been ratified. As Butler put it, “the majority 
of every convention in the South is composed of men who have been 
tried as with fire, and | am quite ready to trust them; and I am certain 
they will not do wrong with the power.” The House rejected the substitute 
by a substantial margin on January 21, 1868, before adopting the more 
moderate measure.*” 

The most significant regulation of suffrage rights ever enacted by the 
national government was the adoption of the Fifteenth Amendment to 


86. Congressional Globe, 40:1:656-7, July 15, 1867; 40:1:757, July 20, 1867. Maryland 
was also the subject of a separate investigation. See 40:1:193, March 18, 1867; 
authority to continue the investigation was granted on December 17, 1867 (40:2:2311). 

87. Congressional Globe 40:2:5 10-13, January 14, 1868; 40:2:551, January 15, 1868; 
40:2:663~4, January 21, 1868. The vote was 53 to 112, with 23 abstentions. 


Finance capital, Republicans, and Reconstruction 357 


the Constitution. That amendment prohibited the states from discrimi- 
nating among citizens on the basis of race, color, or previous condition 
of servitude in granting the franchise. While the measure itself was an 
important restriction on state authority and a potential expansion of 
federal power, an even more powerful alternative was rejected by the 
House of Representatives. Offered by Samuel Shellabarger of Ohio, that 
alternative would have guaranteed suffrage rights to all males over the 
age of twenty-one except those who had been convicted of a crime or 
who “have engaged or may hereafter engage in insurrection or rebellion 
against the United States.” The blanket guarantee would have prevented 
states from imposing surrogates for race in suffrage laws (as the South 
later discovered in the “grandfather clause” and literacy tests). The ex- 
ception created for former rebels would have allowed Reconstruction 
governments to exclude from voting the vast majority of all whites. In 
defense of his substitute Shellabarger prophetically argued, “Let it remain 
possible, under our amendment, to still disfranchise the body of the 
colored race in the late rebel States and I tell you it will be done. ... The 
overwhelming and ocean-like volume of facts which comes to us every 
single day of our lives in undissenting voice proves that [southern whites] 
will submit to negro enfranchisement not an hour longer than compelled 
to by Federal coercion, or as a necessity to reacquire admission to national 
power.” After extensive debate, however, the House rejected Shellabar- 
ger’s proposal (126 to 61, 35 members abstaining)."* 

After providing suffrage guarantees and new constitutions to the re- 
constructed states of the South, Congress turned to the question of their 
readmission into the Union. Three decisions were recorded during the 
Forty-first Congress (1869-71) which bore directly on the terms that 
should be placed on readmission. The first arose when Virginia’s case 
was considered by the House on January 14, 1870. Against a bill setting 
certain conditions on the state’s admission (described by one member as 
the “last gasping effort of the men who feel the offices of Virginia slipping 
out of their grasp”), John Bingham of Ohio proposed a substitute that 
simply read, “the said State of Virginia is entitled to representation in 
the Congress of the United States.” Although this motion carried nar- 
rowly (98 to 95, with 17 abstentions), the Senate later reimposed “‘test 
oaths” as partial qualifications for office holding in the state (the oaths 


88. Congressional Globe 40:3:722-4, January 29, 1869; 40:3:743—4, January 30, 1869; 
Appendix 40:3:97-100, January 29, 1869. The “grandfather clause” exempted oth- 
erwise qualified voters from the operation of literacy tests if they or their forefathers 
had been qualified to vote in 1867 (the date was chosen because blacks could not 
vote in the South until after that year). J. Morgan Kousser, The Shaping of Southern 
Politics: Suffrage Restriction and the Establishment of the One-Party South, 1880- 
1910 (New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1974), p. 58. 
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vouched for the past loyalty of potential officeholders) and further pro- 
vided that certain rights guaranteed under the state constitution (relating 
to black suffrage, office holding, and education) could not be amended. 
The House consented to the Senate conditions and Virginia came into 
the Union.*? When Mississippi came up on February 3, 1870, the Com- 
mittee on Reconstruction recommended adoption of the same conditions 
as had been required of Virginia. A substitute providing for simple read- 
mission was offered by James Beck of Kentucky but rejected by the House 
(83 to 100, with 35 abstentions).”° These two votes thus posed very 
similar questions to the House membership. 

A slightly different issue was decided by the House on March 8, 1870. 
Georgia had previously been readmitted in July 1868 but at the beginning 
of the Forty-first Congress was again declared out of the Union. A bill 
for readmission containing the same conditions as had been applied to 
Virginia and Mississippi was subsequently brought forward but, because 
political appointments had already been made under the Reconstruction 
process and because of peculiarities in the Georgia constitution, the bill 
appeared to prolong the service of radical state officers by congressional 
fiat. To quiet conservative fears that the measure would delay “‘redemp- 
tion” in the state, Bingham offered an amendment ordering that nothing 
in the act could be construed in such a way as to vacate offices properly 
filled through election or appointment and that the tenure of officeholders 
could not extend beyond the time specified in the state constitution. This 
limiting amendment carried (115 to 71, with 36 abstentions) and the 
House subsequently voted to readmit Georgia to congressional repre- 
sentation.”* 

On all of these nine Reconstruction decisions the positions of the 
financial community and those assumed by radical Republicans were 
diametrically opposed. For that reason, the voting percentages reported 
in Tables 5.11 and 5.12 can be read as either support for the policy 
preferences of the financial community or opposition to a radical Re- 
construction of the South. In analyzing these patterns, those for the 
members representing the former slave states should be interpreted apart 
from the three other sectors of the national political economy. The former 
slave states were the object of federal policy and members from the border 
and southern states had to reflect upon the way federal legislation would 
directly enhance or undermine their political position at home in ways 


89. Congressional Globe 41:2:502, January 14, 1870; W. H. T. Squires, Unleashed at 
Long Last: Reconstruction in Virginia (Virginia: Printcraft Press, 1939; reprinted 
Westport, Conn.: Negro Universities Press, 1970), pp. 418-27. 

90. Congressional Globe 41:2:1013—14, February 3, 1870. 

91. Congressional Globe 41:2:1765—71. 
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Table 5.11. Reconstruction of the South: Sectors of the political economy in House voting, 1865-71 


Support for the position of finance capital (percent of members voting) 


National Iron and Border-state/ Sectional 
bank steel Settlement Confederate stress 

Policy decision districts districts districts districts index 
Reorganization of the southern political 
economy 
Stevens’s substitute 72.4 (29) 69.6 (23) 71.4 (35) 95-8 (24) 29.7 
Homesteads in southern states 15.0 (20) 21.4 (14) 13.0 (23) 48.0 (25) 30.0 
Recommit civil rights bill 53.6 (28) 66.7 (18) 28.6 (35) 73-9 (23) 62.9 
Suffrage regulation and federal political 
control 
Republican governments in Kentucky, 

Maryland, and Delaware 58.8 (17) 40.0 (15) 29.0 (31) 28.6 (14) 17.9 
Butler amendment to Reconstruction bill 89.3 (28) 75.0 (24) 51-4 (37) 53-8 (26) 13.2 
Shellabarger amendment/voting rights 75.0 (24) 75.0 (24) 63.2 (38) 64.3 (56) 32.8 
Conditions on southern state readmission 
Bingham amendment/Virginia readmission 66.7 (27) 40.7 (27) 41-7 (36) 52.0 (50) 43-2 
Beck substitute/Mississippi readmission 47.8 (23) 36.0 (25) 34.3 35) 53-7 (54) 41.0 
Bingham amendment/Georgia readmission 68.2 (22) 60.0 (25) 60.5 (38) 49.1 (55) 45.1 


Note: For a description of these issues and the position of finance capital, see the accompanying text. In all cases, support for the position of finance 


capital coincides with opposition to radical Reconstruction of the South. 


Table 5.12. Reconstruction of the South: Sectors of the political economy in Republican voting, 1865-71 
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Support for the position of finance capital (percent of Republicans voting) 
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H National Tron and All All mixed/ 

z bank steel Settlement Border-state Republican Democratic 

& Policy decision districts districts districts districts districts districts 

z Reorganization of the southern political 

g economy 

z Stevens’s substitute 61.1 (18) 56.3 (16) 71.4 (28) 87.5. (8) 67.3 (113) 100.0 (50) 
2 Homesteads in southern states 0.0 (12) 0.0 (9) 0.0 (18) 16.7 (6) 1.2 (81) 63.0 (46) 
5 Recommit civil rights bill 23.5 (17) 50.0 (12) 18.5 (27) 66.7 (9) 37-3 (102) 88.0 (50) 
= Suffrage regulation and federal political 

ag control 

a= Republican governments in Kentucky, 

z? Maryland, and Delaware 53-3 (15) 20.0 (10) 24.0 (25) 111 (9) 23.1 (91) 72.0 (25) 

aa Butler amendment to Reconstruction bill 87.5 (16) 64.3 (14) 50.0 (30) 333 (9) 60.9 (110) 81.8 (55) 

e< Shellabarger amendment/voting rights 60.0 (15) 69.2 (13) 58.6 (29) 37:5. (8) 56.3 (103) 81.0 (84) 

é S Conditions on southern state readmission 

sé Bingham amendment/Virginia readmission 43.7 (x6) 18.7 (16) 31.0 (29) 20.0 (10) 28.3 (113) 82.5 (80) 

S38 Beck substitute/Mississippi readmission 20.0 (15) 13.3 (15) 21.4 (28) 20.0 (10) 18.4 (103) 80.0 (80) 

Pr Bingham amendment/Georgia readmission 53-3 (15) 46.7 (15) 56.2 (32) 37.5 (8) 54.8 (104) 70.7 (82) 

ge 

Ea Note: In all cases, support for the position of finance capital coincides with opposition to a radical Reconstruction of the South. 
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that northern congressmen did not have to consider. To the Southerners, 
for example, suffrage eligibility was not only an abstract principle but a 
potential factor in future electoral victory or defeat. In fact, southern 
congressmen exhibited very different attitudes toward property redistri- 
bution and suffrage eligibility. On the one hand, border-state members 
within the central coalition of the Republican party were relatively op- 
posed to the property redistribution and civil rights enforcement policies 
offered during the Thirty-ninth Congress, but subsequently strongly fa- 
vored, again in comparative terms, proposals for federal suffrage regu- 
lation and conditions on the readmission of southern states (see Table 
5-12). When the behavior of all congressmen from the border and South 
are analyzed, however, the former slave-state delegations compiled one 
of the most conservative records on Reconstruction policy (see Table 
5.11). The juxtaposition of the two patterns suggests that a broad bi- 
partisan consensus in the South was lodged against plans for the re- 
distribution of wealth to blacks, but support for purely political 
Reconstruction measures sharply divided southern party organizations 
and their respective constituent elements in the political economy,”” 

Of the three other sectors of the political economy, the members from 
capital-rich, national bank districts were far and away the most opposed 
to radical Reconstruction of the South and, thus, most supportive of the 
conservative positions advocated by the financial community. On six of 
the nine decisions, congressmen from capital-rich constituencies cast a 
greater percentage of their votes against radical policies than did dele- 
gations from both iron-producing or settlement regions (see Table 5.11). 
In addition, bank and iron delegations both cast 75 percent of their ballots 
against the Shellabarger amendment. Only on southern homesteads and 
recommittal of the 1866 civil rights bill were national bank members 
more radically oriented than, in those instances, members representing 
iron and steel districts. In every case, congressmen from settlement areas 
were more favorable to radical Republican proposals than members from 
eastern, capital-rich districts. 

When the heart of the Republican coalition is considered apart from 
the remainder of the House membership, the picture is more muddled. 
Iron district Republicans appear, compared to their bank and settlement 
district colleagues, significantly more radical. Omitting the southern 
homestead vote upon which northern, central coalition Republicans were 


92. Seip sees southern Republican backing for radical Reconstruction measures as ulti- 
mately self-defeating: “Locked into a policy based on force which only stimulated 
the rabidity of their conservative opposition, most southern Republicans suppor 
enforcement legislation because their survival depended on it.” South Returns to 
Congress, p. 130. 
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unanimous, iron district Republicans were the most radical division of 
the political economy on five of the eight other decisions. Republican 
members from settlement districts delivered a much more balanced per- 
formance, scoring more radical than other northern sectors on three 
decisions, more conservative on three more, and between the other two 
on the remainder. Though bank congressmen recorded support percent- 
ages for conservative Reconstruction that always placed them as a group 
first or second, the overall performance was not particularly strong com- 
pared to that of the same sector when “mixed” and Democratic districts 
were included (compare with Table 5.11). The most consistent result 
reported in Table 5.12 is that central coalition Republicans were signif- 
icantly more radical than their Democratic and mixed district colleagues 
— which is no surprise.”* 

In sum, we can say that congressmen from capital-rich districts were 
more conservative on Reconstruction issues than members drawn from 
the leading districts within other sectors of the northern political econ- 
omy.°* This tendency was very pronounced after the Thirty-ninth Con- 
gress and is in general agreement with Les Benedict’s observation that 
as “contractionists and free-traders became more conservative, radicalism 
tended more and more to be limited to those who advocated expansion 
of the currency. This became more apparent with each session of the 
Fortieth Congress.”** The strong opposition of finance capital to radical 
Reconstruction can be explained, in the first instance, with reference to 
the operating requirements of the financial system, and the plausibility 
of some connection to congressional behavior can be supported by 


93. That result was already well known, for example, to Henry Adams, who, in a letter 
to Charles, called radical Republicans “little better than a mob of political gamblers 
and timid time-servers” and, on another occasion, denounced bills introduced by 
Thomas Eliot of Massachusetts and Thaddeus Stevens as likely to produce in the 
South “a society dissolved and brigandage universal.” Levenson et al., eds., Letters 
of Henry Adams, April 3, 1867, p. $28 and March 1, 1867, p. 524. 

94. These results coincide with the rankings of congressmen along a “radical-conser- 
vative” spectrum that have been reported by other scholars. If Republican congress- 
men from capital-rich districts are cross tabulated with David Donald's rankings, for 
example, we find that 16 of 59 (27.1 percent) of members he classifies as “Indepen- 
dents, Moderates, and Conservatives” represented capital-rich districts while the ratio 
was only 6 of 59 (10.2 percent) for congressmen classified as “Ultra- or Stevens 
Radicals.” The Politics of Reconstruction, 863-1867 (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State 
University Press, 1965), pp- 100-5. Michael Les Benedict reports rankings for all 
congressmen for several Reconstruction congresses. In the first session of the Fortieth 
Congress (1867), congressmen from finance capital districts comprised 11 of the 47 
(23.4 percent) northern members he classified as “Conservatives,” 4 of the 53 (7.5 
percent) of those classified as “Centrists,” and only 1 of the 26 (3.8 percent) he 
unequivocally classified as “Radicals.” 

95. Compromise of Principle, p. 276. Butler and Stevens were the most visible proponents 
of both greenback expansion and radical Reconstruction policies. See, for example, 
Unger, Greenback Era, p. 86; Sharkey, Money, Class, and Party, p. 95. 
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roughly consistent voting decisions on the part of bank congressmen. 
Most congressmen, however, did not participate in congressional debate 
or, if they did, failed to mention considerations of financial stability as 
an explanation for their conservative stands on Reconstruction.”® 

Even though the finance capital sector of the northern political econ- 
omy spawned the greatest proportional number of conservative con- 
gressmen, their overall impact on Reconstruction must be carefully 
interpreted. If, for example, the failure of radical Reconstruction is traced 
to the collapse of plans to redistribute southern wealth, then the effort 
failed before the end of the Thirty-ninth Congress. Yet that period was 
the one in which bank district congressmen delivered their most radical 
performance, comparatively speaking. An interpretation of the fate of 
Reconstruction that places the blame on a general lack of northern de- 
termination fares better with the evidence but relies on less persuasive 
explanations of Reconstruction’s failure. Radical efforts failed because 
no sector of the political economy had a motive to pursue Reconstruction 
that could override the pursuit of other interests. For example, the iron 
districts were more interested in the tariff, capital-rich districts in the 
operation of the financial system, and settlement districts in internal 
improvements. Each won concessions in these areas from the other groups 
in the Republican coalition. Southern Republicans, of course, had strong 
political reasons to favor radical policies but shied away from a major 
reorganization of southern property and social relations. That left the 
resurgent southern Democrats who, as they reentered congressional 
chambers, provided the deciding margin by which Reconstruction died. 
At that stage and somewhat earlier, the conservatism of the financial 
community was an important contributing factor. 


Conclusion 


During the American Civil War, the northern Union reorganized the 
financial system and established links to the nation’s money markets. As 
one outcome of these policies, a new class of finance capitalists was 


96. An exception was William Dodge, “metal importer, iron manufacturer, land specu- 
lator, railroad investor, and president of the New York [City] Chamber of Com- 
merce,” who on one occasion argued, “The commercial, the manufacturing, and the 

tural interests as they look at [a radical proposal to divide the South into 
ry districts}, will see in it a continuance of taxation necessary to support this 
military array sent to these ten States... the men who control the money are waiting 
to see what shall be the result upon the interests of the country of the measures about 
to be acted upon in this House [before investing in new ventures and enterprises].” 

Congressional Globe 39:2:629, January 21, 1867; Stanley Coben described Dodge's 

business interests in “Northeastern Business and Radical Reconstruction: A Re- 

examination,” in Ralph Andreano, ed., The Economic Impact of the American Civil 

War (Cambridge, Mass.: Schenkman Publishing, 1967), p. 157. 
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created. Compared to their antebellum predecessors, these finance cap- 
italists were both largely autonomous of British influence and dependent 
on the policies of the U.S. Treasury. This dependence, as well as the 
positive role of the American state in clearing local barriers to national 
market expansion, could have transformed finance capital into the na- 
tional government’s strongest ally in the postwar period. Analytical sup- 
port for this possibility can be found not only in the material interests 
of the financial community in the structure and processes of the political 
economy but also in finance capital’s clear, sympathetic recognition of 
the organizational characteristics we now associate with the administra- 
tive capacity of the state.°” 

This potential alliance between the Republican party-state and finance 
capital was a casualty of Treasury incompetence and intraparty faction- 
alism. As the Treasury became recognized as one of the most important 
sources of instability and risk in the nation’s money markets, finance 
capitalist support for a radical Reconstruction of the South waned both 
in the major journals of the financial community and within the congres- 
sional delegations capital-rich districts sent to Washington. Finance cap- 
ital, of course, had other reasons for hesitating to embrace radical 
proposals for reorganizing the southern political economy (protection of 
property rights from class challenges, reestablishment of cotton culti- 
vation in the South, reduction in government expenditures, among them). 
Even so, finance capital emerged from the war as the most statist sector 
of the national political economy and possessed, because of its position, 
the most well-developed vision of the interdependencies between state 
capacity, national development, and political integration. 

Because radical Reconstruction involved the establishment of an in- 
digenous loyalist group within a militantly separatist society, it was the 
most important statist project facing the nation in the postwar period. 


97. Alternative modes of financing the war effort might have alleviated financial com- 
munity opposition to Reconstruction. For example, if the Union had more heavily 
relied on taxation during the war years, correspondingly reduced dependence on legal 
tender currency issues, and created a nationalized central bank to replace the frag- 
mented, politically exposed operations of the Treasury and the New York Clearing 
House, the economy might have been able to remain on the gold standard throughout 
the war (a remote possibility even under these circumstances). Even if the Treasury 
had been forced off the gold standard by the fiscal demands of the conflict, the nation 
might have resumed specie payments at the antebellum standard one or two years 
after the war ended or have adjusted the monetary system to reflect the moderate 
inflation of the war years expected under this scenario and thus resumed specie 
payments immediately. All of these possible outcomes would probably have mod- 
erated the otherwise strong opposition of the financial community to a radical re- 
organization of the southern political economy by accommodating the primary 
interests of finance capital. In the long run, the result might have been a much stronger 
central state. 
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But this project was completely in the hands of the Republican party, an 
organization deeply penetrated by loosely allied economic interests whose 
separate agendas were often at odds with each other and the develop- 
mental implications of Reconstruction. Only those factions of the Re- 
publican party that directly connected the fate of southern loyalists to 
their own positions in the political economy were likely to support radical 
Reconstruction as a continuing policy interest. As it turned out, radical 
Republicans were but a minority in every northern sector of the political 
economy and Reconstruction was a war orphan that no faction wanted 
to abandon yet none could afford, in the rough and tumble of intraparty 
combat, to keep. In statist terms, radical Republicans put the survival of 
the party-state on a par with the narrower interests of their respective 
constituencies. Conservative Republicans, an increasing proportion hail- 
ing from capital-rich regions, placed the interests of their districts above 
those of party-state survival and, in the process, turned Reconstruction 
away from the statist goal of a permanent restructuring of the southern 
political economy and toward a negotiated return to power by former 
Confederate nationalists. 

The Civil War and Reconstruction periods thus describe one of the 
ways in which particular patterns of state development can be self- 
limiting. In the case of the Civil War, the Union financed the war effort 
by floating an enormous national debt and created a dependent financial 
class to manage the debt’s servicing. Because the Treasury lacked the 
administrative capacity to manage financial markets and radical Recon- 
struction delayed resumption of the gold standard in the domestic econ- 
omy, this dependent financial community turned upon the state that 
created it — thus contributing to an end to radical efforts to reconstruct 
the southern political economy and preventing a continuation of the 
process of central state expansion that had been unleashed during 
the war. 


6 


State structure and 
Reconstruction: The political 
legacy of the Civil War 


Union victory left the South occupied by the U.S. Army and the challenge 
facing the Republican party was to find some way of reintegrating the 
South into the national political system on terms compatible with the 
northern social base and the Republican economic agenda. For several 
reasons, the range of options the Republicans could consider was broader 
and less constrained by societal structure than those connected with any 
other major policy choice in the nation’s history. The southern political 
economy was thoroughly devastated and disorganized by the war, leaving 
secessionists preoccupied with survival and evading prosecution for trea- 
son. Moreover, class relations had been completely disrupted by the 
abolition of slavery and population migration. The Republican oppor- 
tunity to remake the political economy was further brightened by the 
absence of southern representation in national political institutions; at 
least formally, the northern state could work its will upon the South 
without taking into consideration the sectarian interests of any indigenous 
group or class. Finally, Republican leaders understood the viable alter- 
natives in the Reconstruction of the South: massive redistribution of 
wealth between social classes or permanent military occupation. The 
reasons why neither of these options was chosen were discussed in the 
preceding chapter. Here the consequences of that choice on subsequent 
American political development will be taken up. 

Reconstruction and American state formation were closely intertwined 
in a number of ways. Some were directly connected to central state control 
of the southern political system, which implied either direct state inter- 
vention in plantation property relations or military rule. Either alternative 
(or both) would have required a much larger central state apparatus than 
actually emerged from the wreckage of Reconstruction, and almost cer- 
tainly would have committed the state to much wider intervention in the 
civil and political relations of citizens to each other and to local govern- 
ments. In addition, the dynamic set in motion by successful state inter- 
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vention would probably have encouraged a more rapid expansion of 
social welfare programs such as those suggested by Freedmen’s Bureau 
activity in the early postwar years and radical Republican proposals for 
federal education subsidies. Such programs were both apparent and log- 
ical auxiliaries to the Reconstruction project.’ The abandonment of Re- 
construction also brought to an end the hegemonic supremacy of the 
Republican party and the thoroughgoing identification of state and party 
during the Civil War era. As the return of former Confederate nationalists 
to regional power and national influence accentuated already serious 
stress within the Republican party coalition, the American state lost its 
major agent guiding administrative expansion and the most important 
force propelling centralization. Under these conditions, state expansion 
ground to a halt — not to resume until the turn of the century.* 

We begin this chapter with a brief discussion of the Compromise of 
1877, which ended Reconstruction and illustrates the alignment of party 
coalitions when the U.S. Army ceased active intervention in southern 
politics. Attention is then shifted to the impact of the military on loyalist 
participation in southern elections between 1865 and 1877. This analysis 
demonstrates both that loyalist political power in the South was depen- 
dent on an active military presence and that the American state failed to 
commit enough troops to sustain freedmen and loyalist whites in their 
struggle with resurgent Confederate nationalists. While a major factor 
in the failure of Reconstruction was the absence of property redistribu- 
tion, this analysis of electoral support for the loyalist Republican party 
also yields evidence of the thorough commitment of central state admin- 
istration to northern economic development, a commitment that left the 
national government almost unrepresented by civil officials in large re- 
gions of the postwar South. As a result, Republican control of federal 
patronage, which built and sustained powerful party machines in many 
northern states, was unable to build similar organizations in the former 
states of the Confederacy. The chapter closes on a brief discussion of the 
post-Reconstruction path of American political development, focusing 
on the inheritance of the Civil War as it influenced the composition of 
party memberships in Congress and the officer corps of the U.S. Army. 


1. Examples of bureau activity can be found in Howard Ashley White, The Freedman’s 
Bureau in Louisiana (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 1970); Roberta 
Sue Alexander, North Carolina Faces the Freedmen: Race Relations during Presidential 
Reconstruction, 1865-67 (Durham, N.C.: Duke University Press, 1985), pp. 99-160. 
On radical Republican support for a federal role in education, see Eric Foner, Recon- 
struction: America’s Unfinished Revolution, 1863-1877 (New York: Harper & Row, 
1988), p. 452. 

2. Leonard D. White, The Republican Era: A Study in Administrative History, 1869— 
gor (New York: Free Press, 1958), p- 2+ 
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The Compromise of 1877 and the end of Reconstruction 


In most accounts of late-nineteenth-century American political devel- 
opment, the negotiated settlement of the 1876 presidential election is the 
event that brought the Reconstruction era to a close. A brief review of 
the settlement and the characteristics of the legislative coalition that 
finally closed the door on the Reconstruction era will illustrate the po- 
litical vulnerability of attempts (in the absence of massive land redistri- 
bution) to protect the rights of freedmen in the separatist South and 
rather striking differences between the partisan allegiance of northern 
and southern developmental interests. On November 7, 1876, a plurality 
of some 250,000 voters voted for Samuel Tilden of New York, the Dem- 
ocratic nominee, over his Republican opponent, Rutherford Hayes of 
Ohio. By manipulating the returns reported by three southern states, 
however, the Republicans were able to engineer a bare electoral college 
majority (185 to 184) and continue to control the presidency despite 
apparent defeat in the election. In the words of C. Vann Woodward, the 
negotiations that attended the acceptance of this Republican coup re- 
newed the nation’s antebellum search for sectional detente: 


in the expanse of territory and the variety of interests embraced, the 
Compromise of 1877 is readily comparable with the classical com- 
promises that preceded it. These interests ranged from the Eastern 
seaboard to the Pacific coast. The negotiators concerned themselves 
not merely with the political problems of two Southern states but 
with the economic, social, and political problems of the whole South. 
They sought the fulfillment of Southern hopes and aspirations that 
were older than the Civil War, as well as relief from grievances arising 
out of Reconstruction. They enlisted in their efforts the aid of the 
most powerful capitalists in the country and bestirred the civic am- 
bitions of points as remote as San Diego and Philadelphia, New 
Orleans and Chicago. They planned a reorientation of Southern 
politics along the old Democratic—Whig lines and a breaking up of 
the incipient white solidarity of the region by converting conservative 
whites to Republicanism.’ 


While accurately conveying the ambitions of the negotiators, particularly 
on the Republican side, this description overstates the consequences of 
the settlement. The settlement contained both short-term bargains and 
long-term possibilities. The short-term bargains were consumated and 
themselves carried enduring consequences. The long-term possibilities, 
such as the development of a Whiglike Republican party alliance with 


3. C, Vann Woodward, Reunion and Reaction: The Compromise of 1877 and the End 
of Reconstruction (Boston: Little, Brown, 1966), pp. 11-12. 
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southern whites, were always somewhat unrealistic and, with respect to 
bargaining over such an alliance, the sincerity of the participants, par- 
ticularly southern Democrats, should be doubted. 

In brief, the proximate issue involved in the settlement was the accep- 
tance of the officially reported electoral votes of three contested southern 
states (Florida, Louisiana, and South Carolina) and one elector in Ore- 
gon.* The Constitution provides that the president of the Senate, under 
normal conditions the vice-president of the United States, was to receive 
the electoral votes cast by the individual states and announce them to a 
joint session of Congress. Since Henry Wilson, the vice-president elected 
Grant in 1872, had died, the president pro tempore of the Senate 
was to perform this constitutional duty. Since the Senate itself selected 
the president pro tem and was solidly controlled by the Republicans, this 
implied that the party would have a free hand in receiving and announcing 
the votes sent in by the disputed states. Even though performance of this 
constitutional duty involved an essentially political decision to accept or 
reject electoral votes from states that had experienced substantial pro- 
cedural irregularities (if not outright fraud), Republicans maintained that 
the president pro tem’s decisions would determine the issue.’ The Dem- 
ocrats, on the other hand, held a substantial majority in the House of 
Representatives and, when added to their numbers in the upper chamber, 
could outvote the combined total of Republican senators and represen- 
tatives. Tilden’s supporters therefore adopted the position that, once the 
president pro tem read the electoral vote of a state, the members of the 
joint session must vote on whether or not to receive that result as a valid 
representation of the state’s action. 


4. The description and analysis of the settlement presented here is broadly based on 
Woodward’s Reunion and Reaction; Keith lan Polakoff, The Politics of Inertia: The 
Election of 1876 and the End of Reconstruction (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State Uni- 
versity Press, 1973); Michael Les Benedict, “Southern Democrats in the Crisis of 1876— 
1877: A Reconsideration of Reunion and Reaction,” Journal of Southern History 46 
(November 980): 489-524; Allan Peskin, “Was There a Compromise of 18772,” 
Journal of American History 60 (June 1973): 63-75; and Paul Leland Haworth, The 
Hayes—Tilden Disputed Presidential Election of 1876 (Cleveland: Burrows Brothers, 
1906; reprinted, AMS Press, 1979). 

5. Whether or not the Republicans would have carried these disputed states in a fair 
election remains a somewhat open question. Florida, at least, almost certainly should 
have been awarded to Tilden and, thus, would have given the Democrats the presidency. 
See, for example, Woodward, Reunion and Reaction, p. 19. Also damaging to the 
Republican case was the fact that Louisiana’s electoral votes were put up for sale by 
its Republican returning board. Although unofficial representatives of the Tilden camp 
began negotiations in which the board put a price of between $200,000 and $1 million 
on the state’s votes, these talks had not been completed before the board turned around 
and reported Louisiana for the Republicans. See Polakoff, Politics of Inertia, pp. 213— 
14, and Joe Gray Taylor, Louisiana Reconstructed 1863-1877 (Baton Rouge: Loui- 
siana State University Press, 1974), pp. 492~3- 
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Since the Constitution did not indicate which of these equally plausible 
courses of action was correct, the resulting stalemate threatened the 
nation’s political stability. Prodded by the constitutional crisis, leaders 
of the two parties hammered out an agreement under which an electoral 
commission was to be appointed to determine the legitimacy of disputed 
electoral votes. Under the agreement, the commission was to be composed 
of fifteen members, five from each congressional chamber and five from 
the Supreme Court. The ten congressional members were expected to be 
drawn equally from the ranks of the two parties. In addition, four mem- 
bers of the Supreme Court delegation, two from each party, were des- 
ignated in the legislation and the fifth and deciding judge (if the remainder 
of the commission divided along party lines) was to be chosen by these 
four. 

As all the participants realized at the time, only one judge then serving 
on the Supreme Court could reasonably be considered unaffiliated with 
either of the major parties. As it turned out and for reasons that remain 
unclear to this day, Illinois Democrats in the state legislature elected that 
justice, David Davis, to the U.S. Senate just before the Congress enacted 
the legislation creating the electoral commission. Since all the remaining 
judges were Republicans, the electoral commission ended up with an 
eight to seven Republican majority and subsequently decided every con- 
tested electoral vote along party lines. Under the agreement, however, 
each chamber could separately consider and propose to overturn the 
commission’s decisions. In order to overturn a decision, both chambers 
had to support reversal. Since reversal was highly unlikely, given Re- 
publican control of the Senate, review of commission decisions by the 
Democratic House of Representatives was a seemingly empty privilege. 
In fact, however, House Democrats turned that privilege into a powerful 
bargaining tool by repeatedly postponing their deliberations and thus 
preventing the completion of the electoral count. These repeated post- 
ponements threatened once more to stalemate the process and leave the 
executive office vacant after Grant’s term ended on March 4, 1877. 

The Compromise of 1877 thus involved Democratic members of the 
House of Representatives, on the one hand, and unofficial representatives 
of the Republican presidential candidate, on the other. The Democrats 
controlled the pace of the electoral count, including completion, but were 
not in a position to impose their party’s nominee on the Republicans. 
The Republicans could not complete the count without Democratic co- 
operation but controlled the electoral commission and, through Grant, 
the machinery of the federal government, including the military. The 
broad contours of the compromise thus involved bargains between the 
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incoming Republican administration and Democratic defectors from the 
ranks of those then supporting postponement of House deliberations. 

The Compromise of 1877 involved at least six separate agreements 
that varied widely in terms of their specificity, participating members, 
and time horizons. Perhaps the most specific, short-term bargain involved 
the abandonment of federal military support for the Republican admin- 
istrations then formally in possession of the state houses in South Carolina 
and Louisiana. Within two months of Hayes’s inauguration on March 
5, federal troops in both states had been ordered back to their barracks 
and new Democratic administrations replaced the Republicans previously 
supported by federal troops.* A second, equally specific bargain entailed 
the appointment of a Democratic postmaster general by the incoming 
Republican administration. Hayes subsequently appointed Democrat 
David Keys of Tennessee, a former officer in the Confederate Army, to 
that patronage-rich position. Both of these decisions were highly visible 
and, although they could be described as conciliatory offerings to the 
South, would be hard to explain without reference to the negotiations 
that accompanied completion of the electoral count. 

The other four agreements were far more ambiguous in both content 
and performance. Without a doubt, for example, negotiators from both 
parties attempted to reach some agreement over the continuation of 
subsidies and land grants associated with the construction of the Texas 
and Pacific Railroad. Once inaugurated, however, Hayes just as clearly 
opposed the legislation required to finish the road and thus scuttled 
whatever understanding existed between the parties on this issue. An 
even more ambiguous arrangement was conceived in which Republicans 
would back internal development projects located in the South, partic- 
ularly Mississippi levees and port dredging, in return for southern Dem- 
ocratic support for completion of the electoral count.” Plans were also 
made for the election of a Republican speaker in the newly elected House 
of Representatives. Since the Democrats held a narrow majority of the 
seats in the new House, these expectations entailed a change in party 


6. The actual authority of both Republican administrations was, by this point, almost 
entirely restricted to control of the immediate premises of the respective state capitol 
buildings and military support for the regimes was lukewarm at best. See Joseph G. 
Dawson II, Army Generals and Reconstruction: Louisiana, 1862-1877 (Baton Rouge: 
Louisiana State University Press, 1982), pp. 243-60; Taylor, Louisiana Reconstructed, 
pp. 496-8; William Gillette, Retreat from Reconstruction, 1869-1879 (Baton Rouge: 
Louisiana State University Press, 979), p- 736; and Francis Butler Simkins and Robert 
Hilliard Woody, South Carolina during Reconstruction (Chapel Hill: University of 
North Carolina Press, 19325 reprinted by Peter Smith, 1966), pp. 514—41- 

7. On the dilapidated condition of the Mississippi River levees, largely caused by neglect 
during the war, see Taylor, Louisiana Reconstructed, p. 319. 
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allegiance by a handful of southern congressmen. Finally, all of these 
separate agreements were to be bound up with the emergence of a new 
party coalition in the South. Representing an alliance between the Re- 
publican electorate composed of upland whites and freedmen and an- 
tebellum Whigs then affiliated with the Democratic party, the proposed 
coalition would have competed with the resurging white Democratic 
party led by planters and former Confederate nationalists. 

The large ambitions of these last four agreements possessed a nebulous 
quality that, in part, can be traced to the fact that they were unlikely to 
be realized. Despite their infeasibility, however, these tentative agree- 
ments did reflect southern interests unaddressed by the policy positions 
of the two major parties and, thus, potential rearrangements of the po- 
litical economic bases of party competition. The national Democratic 
party was dedicated to fiscal restraint and opposed internal development 
projects on principle. On the other hand, the Republican party was com- 
paratively generous in opening federal coffers to both railroad construc- 
tion schemes and rivers and harbors improvements. The difficulty with 
Republican policy, from the southern perspective, was that this generosity 
was extended almost exclusively to northern and western projects.* This 
unsatisfied demand for federal subsidization of southern transportation 
projects thus presented an apparent opportunity of uncertain dimensions. 

One way to evaluate the political chances of the proposed southern 
alliance of Republican loyalists and former Whigs is to examine the 
political economic characteristics of the House coalition that brought 
the electoral count to completion (see Table 6.1). At the beginning of 
the contest, before any bargains had been struck, Hayes could only count 
on fifteen Republicans from the former Confederate states. Tilden, on 
the other hand, enjoyed a much larger party base of fifty-eight southern 
Democrats at the start of congressional deliberations. When the political 
economic characteristics of these two party delegations are compared, 
the Democrats can be seen to represent constituencies with a per capita 
value-added in manufacturing almost 40 percent higher, on the average, 
than southern Republicans. As the much lower median figures suggest, 
southern manufacturing activity was concentrated in only a few cities, 
such as Savannah and Augusta, Georgia, New Orleans, Charleston, Nash- 
ville, Memphis, and Richmond. Almost all of these cities were represented 


8. In fact, northern reluctance to fund projects sponsored by southern Republicans prob- 
ably undermined the latter’s political viability and Reconstruction policy in general. 
See, for example, Terry L. Seip, The South Returns to Congress: Men, Economic 
Measures, and Intersectional Relationships, 1868-1879 (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State 
University Press, 1983), pp. 269-943 Richard H. Abbott, The Republican Party and 
the South, 1855-1877: The First Southern Strategy (Chapel Hill: University of North 
Carolina Press, 1986), pp. 178-81, 223-7. 
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Table 6.1. Characteristics of the coalitions supporting Hayes’s and Tilden’s election in the House of Representatives 
(former Confederate states only) 


Characteristics of constituencies 


Per capita Per capita 
Percentage Population national bank value-added 

Coalition nonwhite growth currency (manufacturing) N 
Party membership 
Republican (Hayes) 56.4 (59.8) 33-2 (33.2) $81 ($.27) $5.58 ($4.64) 15 
Democrat (Tilden) 38.2 (37.8) 38.9 (31.3) 90 (.37) 7.49 (4.63) 58 
After Texas and Pacific Compromise 
Hayes supporters 50.3 (56.8) 45.3. (32.8) 76 (.42) 5.06 (4.56) 20 
Tilden supporters 39-1 (39.9) 36.9 (33-5) 93 (.30) 7-61 (4-63) 41 
After political compromise 
Hayes supporters 46.9 (54.9) 48.7 (37-5) “72 (44) 5-27 (4.56) 24 
Tilden supporters 36.2 (35.0) 32.2 (26.8) ror (.35) 775 (4-63) 29 


Note: The data in this table represents the averages for all members in the respective coalitions (medians in parentheses). The number of members in 
each group is given at the right end of the table. 
Source: Characteristics of congressional districts were calculated from data in the 1880 Census and 1877 Report of the Comptroller of the Currency. 
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by Democrats in Congress (the sole exception being Charleston, South 
Carolina). Their constituencies also contained national banks that issued 
marginally greater sums of currency per capita and, finally, their districts 
were growing substantially more rapidly than did Republican constit- 
uencies. Again, as the median figures suggest, much of this difference in 
population growth was concentrated in a few rapidly expanding areas 
(primarily in Texas and Arkansas) represented by Democrats.” Repub- 
lican dependence on freedmen voters and consequent heavy concentration 
in the relatively slowly developing plantation areas of the South was 
underscored by the much higher average proportion of nonwhites in their 
constituencies. Though banking and manufacturing activity was still very 
low in comparison to national levels, southern Democrats represented 
constituencies that, theoretically speaking, should have been more sym- 
pathetic to Whiggish internal development and industrialization policies 
than the districts of southern Republicans.'° 

After the Texas and Pacific and internal development accommodations 
had been reached between Hayes spokesmen and a small number of 
southern Democrats, the two regional coalitions began to take on slightly 
different characteristics. These accommodations were more or less ar- 
ranged by January 24, 1877, and, thus, were in place even before Con- 
gress began to deliberate on the electoral commission’s findings. With 
respect to these parts of the final compromise, the Hayes and Tilden 
coalitions have been analyzed as they appeared on a vote recorded Feb- 
ruary 27, 1877 (see Table 6.1). This vote occurred on a motion to recess 


9. Because of continuing economic instability and war-induced dislocation, the 1870 
census seriously undercounted the resident population of much of the South. By 
comparison, then, the 1880 census appears to represent some areas as “rapidly grow- 
ing” when, in fact, the later count simply corrected the earlier underreporting in 
1870. This undercounting was probably more serious in the plantation black belt 
largely contained in Republican districts (thus describing them as more expansionary 
than they actually were). The Democratic districts, by contrast, tended to be in 
western, nonplantation regions where comparison of the two censuses conveys a more 
accurate picture of seteal population, growth. On the accuracy of the 1870 Census, 
see Roger L. Ransom and Richard Sutch, One Kind of Freedom: The Economic 
Consequences of Emancipation (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1977), 
pp. 53-4 and their “The Impact of the Civil War and of Emancipation on Southern 
Agriculture,” Explorations in Economic History 12 (January 1975): 8-10. 

10. For the nation as a whole, the 109 Republicans then serving in the House represented 
constituencies averaging $41.70 in value-added in manufacturing (per capita), $7.61 
in national bank currency (per capita), 36.4 percent population growth between 1870 
and 1880, and a nonwhite percentage of 9.1. The corresponding figures for the 184 
Democrats were $40.60, $5.35, 29.1 percent, and 15.5 percent, respectively. By 
‘comparing these national figures with those for the South alone, it will be scen that 
the Republican party represented a much more developmentally inclined electoral 
base in the North than it did in the South. Northern Democratic constituencies, on 
the other hand, scored lower on all developmental characteristics than their Repub- 
lican opponents — the exact opposite of the situation in the former Confederate states. 
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the House until ten o’clock the following morning and, because the 
proposed recess passed by a slim majority (121 to 120), postponed de- 
liberations on the electoral count. This postponement thus occurred well 
after accommodations had been reached over internal improvements but 
before agreement concerning the withdrawal of federal troops from active 
participation in southern political affairs. In fact, the latter issue was the 
subject of intense negotiations between Louisiana Democrats and Hayes 
spokesmen at precisely the time at which this roll call was recorded and 
the former were striving to hold up deliberations just long enough to 
persuade the Republicans to conclude the bargain." 

Party shifts and abstentions produced relatively little change in the 
earlier pattern of manufacturing capacity or finance capital endowments 
in the two coalitions. These same shifts, however, significantly reduced 
the disparity between the two coalitions with respect to the plantation 
economy (for which the nonwhite percentage is a proxy) and even re- 
versed differences with respect to comparative population growth. Simply 
put, after the internal improvements bargains, the Hayes coalition came 
to represent more rapidly settling, but not industrializing portions of the 
South even as it retained its original base within plantation regions. Much 
of the change can be directly attributed to the defection of one Arkansas 
and two Texas congressmen who represented districts within the pro- 
jected service territory of the Texas and Pacific Railroad. 

Following the announcement of an agreement on political aspects of 
the compromise, the constituency characteristics of the Hayes and Tilden 
coalitions drew even farther apart with respect to population growth. 
However, their means remained largely unchanged with respect to char- 
acteristics associated with the plantation economy, finance capital, and 
manufacturing capacity (see Table 6.1). The test of strength upon which 
these figures are based occurred on the very last motion to recess House 
proceedings before the completion of the electoral count.’* Even at this 
point, only about a quarter of voting southern Democrats (11 of 40) 
were supporting Hayes. In fact, the proportion of southern Democrats 
supporting Hayes was smaller than the one-third of voting northern 


11, Woodward, Reunion and Reaction, pp. 191-9. The coll call can be found in the 
Congressional Record, 44:2:1987-8. On this test of strength, fourteen southern Re- 
publicans and six southern Democrats cast their votes against a recess and, thus, for 
Hayes election to the presidency. One Florida Republican joined forty southern Dem- 
ocrats in support of postponement. 

12, This motion was defeated in a recorded vote (147 to 99) on March 1, 1877. Congres- 
sional Record 44:2:2056. No southern Republican left the Hayes camp on this roll 
call, while eleven southern Democrats defected to the Republicans. The Democratic 
defectors included two congressmen from Arkansas, three from Texas, and one from 
Louisiana. 
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Democrats (35 of 105) that also bolted their party. What makes the 
comparative loyalty of the southern wing surprising was the fact that all 
the bargaining and concessions involved Southerners while Tilden, the 
former governor of New York, and his closest advisors came from the 
North. While an analysis of the Compromise of 1877 explains why a 
handful of southern Democrats, largely drawn from rapidly settling west- 
ern districts and the lower Mississippi Valley, broke with their party in 
return for immediate, short-term Republican concessions, it neither ac- 
counts for the apparently gratuitous defection of numerous northern 
Democrats nor provides support for the plausibility of a Whiggish de- 
velopmental coalition in the South under Republican auspices.'* 

The negotiations surrounding Hayes’s ascension to the presidency 
starkly revealed several features of the late-nineteenth-century American 
state. For one thing, the changing coalitional patterns highlighted the 
importance of the central state’s role in aiding (or hindering) regional 
economic development. They also suggest the strongly contrasting class 
bases of the Republican and Democratic parties. In the North, the Re- 
publicans represented relatively prosperous industrial manufacturers, 
merchants, and yeoman farmers. The Democrats depended on working- 
class immigrants and marginal agrarians. In the South, however, the 
Democrats were the party of the plantation elite and development-minded 
merchants, while the Republican party contained impoverished freedmen 
and marginal, upland whites. These incongruent class constituencies im- 
plied that, while the Republicans were the political agent of moderni- 
zation in the North and, by extension, the nation, the Democratic party 
played that role within the formerly Confederate South.'* 

Although the possibility of a combination of northern and southern 
developmental elites occurred to the negotiators, such a hegemonic class 


By a slightly different route, Seip also reaches this conclusion in The South Returns 
to Congress, pp. 257~63. Michael Perman similarly contends that southern Whigs 
were already committed to the Democratic party much earlier than 1876 and had, 
in fact, moved the Democrats into a much friendlier attitude toward government- 
sponsored economic development, at least as far as the South was concerned. He 
argues that whatever opportunity may have existed for converting former southern 
Whigs to the Republican party was lost by 1868. The Road to Redemption: Southern 
Politics, 1869-1879 (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1984), 
pp. 264-7. Also see James Tice Moore, “Redeemers Reconsidered: Change and Con- 
tinuity in the Democratic South, 1870-1900,” Journal of Southern History 44 (August 
1978): 357~78. On the comparative support of the southern wing of the Democratic 
party for the House filibuster, see Benedict, “Southern Democrats in the Crisis of 
1876-1877,” pp. 514-16. 
14. For the commitment of postwar southern Democrats to regional development, see C. 
Vann Woodward, Origins of the New South, 1877-1913 (Baton Rouge: Louisiana 
State University Press, 1951), pp. 1-22. 
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alliance would have defied two realities of the American political econ- 
omy. The first was that northern economic development was heavily 
subsidized by the South. The affiliation of southern economic elites with 
the Republican party would have reduced, if not eliminated, this interre- 
gional subsidization (for example, by lowering customs duties) and cut 
the South in for a share of federal developmental aid. With these changes, 
the redistributive implications of state-sponsored economic development 
could not have constituted an important basis for major party compe- 
tition. Put crudely, central state-led economic development was a zero- 
sum political program of winners (the North and West) and losers (the 
South). Once the loser joined the winners in a new party coalition, there 
probably would have been a reduction in the redistribution of wealth 
from the South to the North and West and a concomitant reduction in 
central state revenue. This reduction in revenue would have come at the 
very moment developmental subsidies ceased to be a major political issue. 
Thus, the outcome of such an alliance might in fact have been a para- 
doxical, net reduction in developmental aid. The failure of negotiations 
to produce more than a mere suggestion of a bisectional developmental 
alliance confirmed these programmatic realities of party structure and 
political economy that placed a premium on regionally exclusive devel- 
opmental coalitions. 

The Compromise also confirmed the political priorities of nineteenth- 
century American state formation. While central state subsidies to rail- 
roads and waterway improvements were worth bargaining over, these 
aids to economic development clearly rated second compared to the 
primary challenge presented by southern separatism. When northern Re- 
publicans and southern Democrats began to bargain in earnest, asking 
for written commitments and honor-bound promises, the subject of ne- 
gotiations was not the Texas and Pacific Railroad but withdrawal of 
federal troops from the Louisiana and South Carolina state houses. The 
care with which these negotiations were conducted underscored their 
important implications for subsequent state development. One of these 
was that the Republican party could no longer advocate central state 
intervention in the southern political process and also win elections. By 
weakening the party’s commitment to a larger central state role in the 
national political economy, internal stress within the Republican coalition 
thus permitted a resurgence of hostile southern separatism. Both devel- 
opments corroded the link between the Republican party and the Amer- 
ican state. The Compromise of 1877 accelerated this corrosion by 
bringing military involvement in the South to an abrupt end, a withdrawal 
that virtually guaranteed Democratic control over the former states of 
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the Confederacy by formally committing the Hayes administration to 
nonintervention for at least four years and by making subsequent military 
intervention a breach of the status quo in sectional relations. 


The central state, Reconstruction, and the 
Republican party 


By 1877, many observers had already concluded that Reconstruction had 
failed and that the Compromise merely recognized political fact.’ The 
continued viability of Reconstruction can be evaluated, however, only if 
we have a fairly clear statement of the program’s goals and if alternative 
means of achieving those goals are explored. From the perspective of 
American state formation, Reconstruction of the South was intended to 
create a self-sustaining, competitive (if not dominant) loyalist political 
base within the states of the defeated Confederacy. Because of the iden- 
tification of the Republican party with the national state, this problem 
involved, in practice, the creation of a self-sustaining Republican party 
in the South. 

In the establishment of a southern Republican party the primary ad- 
ministrative agent was to be the U.S. Army, which at the close of the 
war stood astride the South as a victorious power occupying an enemy 
nation."* As a result of the war, most Southerners had been both citizens 
of the Confederacy and traitors to the American regime. Only two in- 
digenous groups appeared likely to voluntarily swear allegiance to the 
federal government: black freedmen and a comparatively small number 
of mountain whites. These groups subsequently composed the foundation 
of the southern Republican party. Because freedmen composed the vast 
majority of the new party and because mountain whites defected from 
the coalition in the early stages of Reconstruction, the electoral base of 
southern Republicanism rapidly became identified with former slaves. 
Thus, the welfare of the southern freedman, the success of the national 
Republican party, and the continued expansion of the American state 
were all intimately connected within the Reconstruction project.’” 

The successful installation of a freestanding loyalist party required a 


15. On the relative insignificance of the electoral crisis to an already failed Reconstruction, 
see Gillette, Retreat from Reconstruction, pp. 333-4. 

16. William L. Richter, The Army in Texas during Reconstruction, 1865-1870 (College 
Station: Texas A&M University Press, 1987), pp. 194—5. The previous experience of 
the U.S. Army in administering occupied enemy territory was limited to nine months 
in Mexico in 1848 and approximately four years in territory annexed as part of 
the Mexican War settlement. See Dawson, Army Generals and Reconstruction, 


pp. 2-3. 
17. Gillette, Retreat from Reconstruction, pp. xiii, 65 Perman, Road to Redemption, p. 4x. 
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massive redistribution of property from Confederate plantation owners 
to Republican former slaves. Since land comprised the vast bulk of south- 
ern wealth and was held by former Confederates, redistribution of land 
between plantation owners and freedmen would have strengthened black 
autonomy while impoverishing disloyal whites. The dilemma facing the 
national Republican party was that land redistribution from disloyal 
whites to former slaves might have instigated a sequence of class claims 
ultimately involving the entire political economy (see Chapter 5). A rad- 
ical assault on Confederate property by Republican-controlled southern 
legislators would have thus carried important implications for the class 
basis of the northern wing of the party. Perhaps for this reason, property 
redistribution was never a serious issue in the South and, in fact, never 
occurred.'* Without redistribution, freedmen were left economically de- 
pendent on their former masters and Reconstruction became a rear guard 
action carried out by the retreating forces of federal sovereignty against 
the political resurgence of former Confederate nationalists.'” Although 
a self-sustaining Republican party could not be established in the South 
without land redistribution, the political position of a loyalist class could 
be propped up by direct central state intervention in southern political 
and economic institutions.*° 


18, As Michael Perman noted, southern Republicans “expressed little interest” in a re- 
distribution of land to freedmen even though it “was obviously essential to guarantee 
emancipation.” Road to Redemption, p. 31; also see Foner, Reconstruction, p. 375. 

19. Roger Ransom and Richard Sutch emphasized the necessity of land redistribution in 
their One Kind of Freedom. “The reason, of course, that emancipation and the demise 
of the plantation did not destroy the planter class was that they retained firm control 
over the primary form of productive capital in the southern economy. Indeed, the 
only way the dominance of the planter class might have been ended would have been 
through a sweeping redistribution of land to the freedmen at the time of their eman- 

con. ... in light of subsequent events, the failure to carry forward plans for land 
stribution appears as a great tragedy of this era.” P. 80, From their discussion 
of “The Trap of Debt Peonage” in ch. 8, it seems likely that the impact of land- 
‘ownership on political power would have been felt after an initial redistribution of 
land to freedmen when merchants and landowners would have been unable to create 
“lien” law “rights” to the cotton crop. Without “crop lien” legislation, freedmen 
would have been able to resist most of the grinding economic exploitation of the 
postwar era, including the loss of land. Also sce, Roger L. Ransom, Conflict and 
Compromise: The Political Economy of Slavery, Emancipation, and the American 
Civil War (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1989), pp. 223-9, 247-9. Though 
the possibility is a prominent theme in his work, Foner is a little more skeptical that 
land redistribution might have established black political autonomy. Reconstruction, 

P. 109. 

20. Citing the comparatively successful experience of immigrant groups in American 
history, William Gillette and David M. Potter have both suggested that land redis- 
tribution was not essential to black political autonomy. They have also contended 
that redistribution would have failed in any case because the collapse of the cotton 
economy in subsequent decades would have caused freedmen to lose their land, as 
actually happened to thousands of “economically independent” poor whites. Thus 
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Direct federal intervention assumed a variety of forms. The Freedmen’s 
Bureau and southern homestead policy have already been discussed (see 
Chapter 5). These along with direct military administration of the South 
were all applied with decreasing vigor between 1865 and 1877. Aside, 
perhaps, from the immediate postwar years, none of these programs were 
ever given enough material support to do more than delay the return of 
Confederate nationalists to power.*' In fact, the rapid demobilization of 
the Union army after Appomattox may have doomed Reconstruction 
even before the project began. On May 1, 1865, the military force avail- 
able to the Union stood at just over one million men. By November 15, 
1865, over 800,000 of these troops had been mustered out.** Aside from 
those troops assigned to Indian suppression on the Texas frontier, the 
army occupying the South numbered little more than 10,000 men by 
January 1866 and, with little variation in trend, steadily decreased to 
about 3,000 at the time of the 1876 presidential election.*? These small 
numbers were surprisingly effective but still only retarded and could not 
prevent the collapse of the southern Republican party. 

In fact, Reconstruction generally combined almost absolute political 


forced into sharecropping and tenantry, freedmen would have ended up in a sub- 
ordinate relationship to the plantation elite similar to that which emerged without 
land redistribution, Retreat from Reconstruction, pp. xiii-xiv, and Division and the 
Stresses of Reunion, 1845-1876 (Glenview, Ill.: Scott, Foresman, 1973), p. 187. These 
parallels between the experiences of freedmen, immigrant groups, and southern yeo- 
man whites are misconstrued in several respects. Immigrants in the North, for ex- 
ample, were never as strongly perceived to be the client group of an alien power (as 
much as nativists wanted to believe immigrant Catholics took their marching orders 
from the Pope). Compared to the experience of immigrants in the North, southern 
freedmen and scalawag whites faced a much more implacable hostility to political 
participation, a hostility reinforced by a belief thar these groups were “delegitimized” 
by their cooperation with the federal authorities. Furthermore, any effective land 
redistribution would have involved a massive confiscation of wealth held by white 
former Confederates. Such a massive transfer of wealth would have meant that the 
consolidation of land holdings in subsequent decades (assuming that such a consol- 
idation would still have occurred) would have delivered wealth into a very different 
and much more “loyalist” set of hands because Republican freedmen, not Confederate 
nationalists, would have dominated the plantation economy. 

21. For data on criminal prosecutions and enforcement of voting rights in the South by 
the federal government, see Gillette, Retreat from Reconstruction, pp. 31-3, 42-5, 
and n. 595 Stephen Cresswell, “Enforcing the Enforcement Acts: The Department of 
Justice in Northern Mississippi, 1870-1890,” Journal of Southern History 53 (August 
1987): 421-40. 

22. The 1865 American Annual Cyclopaedia (New York: D. Appleton, 1866) provides 
the dates, units, and branches demobilized during this period as well as an account 
of the assignment of remaining units to military districts (pp. 78-80). 

23. See the “Letter of the Secretary of War,” Exec. Doc. 12: Senate: 39th Cong,, rst 
Sess., Ser. Rec. 1237 (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1866), pp. 36— 
63, and various annual reports of the Secretary of War between 1867 and 1876. For 
an example of the impact these reductions had on Reconstruction as a political project, 
see Richter, The Army in Texas, p. 180. 
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authority with grossly inadequate material force. In Texas, for example, 
the military commander could censor the press, selectively suspend the 
writ of habeas corpus, remove at will the governor and hundreds of other 
civil officers, and determine the outcome of elections by ruling on the 
legitimacy of county returns.** In one form or another, most commanders 
exercised similar powers throughout the South even as they were in- 
creasingly powerless to deter intimidation of black voters or enforce their 
edicts much beyond the immediate vicinity of federal garrisons.** The 
discrepancy between authority and force can be attributed to the rapidly 
emerging contradictions within the national Republican coalition. In- 
dustrialists, western agrarians, and finance capitalists were all committed 
to repression of southern separatism. However, their respective program- 
matic priorities either demanded that the nation’s resources be turned to 
internal development or postulated, as in the case of finance capital, an 
absolute retrenchment of government expenditure. Formal grants of re- 
pressive authority to military commanders were cheap. Enforcement was 
expensive. The end result was a slow starvation of the Reconstruction 


ry rule alone could not create a new political economy in 
which a self-sustaining loyalist party could emerge. For one thing, in no 
southern state did loyalists make up a majority of the white population. 
In most, white Union sympathizers composed only a small fraction of 
the potential electorate. Freedmen were, however, a majority in several 
states but were clearly vulnerable to economic retaliation and physical 


24. Richter, The Army in Texas, pp. 178~9 and passim. 

25. James E. Sefton, The United States Army and Reconstruction, 1865-1877 (Baton 
Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 1967), pp. 113, 118-27, 137-43, 209; Ed- 
ward McPherson, The Political History of Reconstruction (New York: Solomons and 
Chapman, 1875; reprinted by Negro Universities Press, 1969), pp. 428-30; Gillette, 
Retreat from Reconstruction, pp. 34-53 Jerrell H. Shofner, Nor Is It over Yet: Florida 
in the Era of Reconstruction, 1863-1877 (Gainesville: University Presses of Florida, 
1974); P- 226. 

26. Some scholars have assumed that the lack of material support for Reconstruction and 
the failure to include southern Republicans in internal development allotments sig- 
nified a basic lack of faith and interest in building the party in the South. See, for 
example, Abbott, The Republican Party and the South, pp. x, 242-3; and Michael 
Perman, Reunion without Compromise: The South and Reconstruction, 1865~1868 
(New York: Cambridge University Press, 1973), Preface (no pagination). As these 
authors note, the creation of a freestanding Republican party in the South took second 
place to competing policies that promised direct material benefits to their northern 
constituents. And, as Reconstruction proceeded, the southern wing of the party be- 
came an increasing liability in national politics as the struggle to survive increasingly 
involved southern Republicans in corruption and electoral fraud. Still, the national 
party never entirely lost interest in Reconstruction (at least until 1877), because it 
relied on the southern wing to retard the reemergence of Democratic supremacy in 
the former states of the Confederacy. 


382 Yankee Leviathan 


intimidation.*” Military rule could temporarily counter economic retal- 
iation through political patronage and reduce violence by extending phys- 
ical protection to loyalists, but these political structures and arrangements 
would vanish as troops were withdrawn from the South. What remained 
was the implacable hostility of southern separatists to the central state 
and the Republican program for the national political economy.** 
However, even inadequately funded military rule was surprisingly ef- 
fective. In order to demonstrate that effectiveness and, subsequently, to 
discuss how a more statist program might have aided the establishment 
of a loyalist party, we will now turn to a comparison of Republican party 
strength in the South at the beginning and at the end of Reconstruction. 
When the first postwar presidential election was held in 1868, the Re- 
publican party drew just under 49 percent of all ballots cast in the former 
Confederate states (see Table 6.2).*° At that point, the Republicans were 
at the apex of their power in the region. The party had controlled the 
constitutional conventions in which suffrage eligibility requirements, in- 
cluding barriers to former Confederates, had been enacted and admin- 
istered the election machinery through which the ballots were cast and 
counted. In both instances, southern Republicans enjoyed the active as- 
sistance and protection of the federal military.’° In addition, the 1868 
presidential election posed a choice between Ulysses S. Grant, the general 
who accepted Lee’s surrender at Appomattox, now leader of the Repub- 
lican party, and Horatio Seymour, the Civil War governor of New York 
who had opposed the abolition of slavery, now the candidate of a party 
that unequivocally condemned Reconstruction of the South. In no other 
presidential contest in American history were the contrasts with respect 
to central state power more starkly drawn between the two major 
parties.*' Thus the 1868 election returns reflected fundamental attitudes 


27. In 1870 the Bureau of the Census counted 3,939,032 blacks among the 9,488,206 
residents of the eleven former states of the Confederacy. Blacks constituted a majority 
of the resident population in the states of Louisiana, Mississippi, and South Carolina. 
American Almanac for 1878, p. 258. These figures were not adjusted for under- 
enumeration. 

28. Richter, The Army in Texas, pp. 191-2; Perman, Reunion without Compromise, 
pp. 11-12. 

2g. Seven southern states participated directly in the 1868 presidential election. In one 
other state, Florida, the Republican-controlled state legislature determined which way 
the state would cast its electoral votes. In that state, as well as Mississippi (1868), 
Virginia (1869), and Texas (1869), where presidential elections were not held, election 
figures for gubernatorial elections were used to represent Republican strength. 

30. Perman, Road to Redemption, pp. 22-3. 

31. As Gillette reports, former Confederate soldiers and political leaders “were on con- 
spicuous display at the Democratic convention in New York City” at which Seymour 
was nominated. Retreat from Reconstruction, p. 13. For stump speeches in which 
Democrats condemned Reconstruction, see Perman, Road to Redemption, p. 4; Ed- 
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Table 6.2. The impact of federal troops on southern support for the 
Republican party in the 1868 and 1876 presidential elections 


Total Total 
number of 1868 number of ~— 1876 Change in 
Presence of federal votes cast. Republican votes cast. Republican Republican 


troops (by county) in 1868 percentage in 1876 _ percentage _ percentage 
Federal troops present 

in both 1868 and 

1876 229,917 43-6 310,504 44-9 + 13 


Federal troops present 

in 1876 but not 

1868 91,849 47-6 145,066 40.6 - 7.0 
Federal troops present 

in 1868 but not 

1876 352,467 54.0 542,604 418 =123 
No troops present in 

either 1868 or 

1876 599,854 48.0 837,765 37-7 10.3 
All categories 1,274,084 48.8 1,835,939 403 - 85 


Note: Each category includes the votes of counties in which troops were stationed and 
immediately adjacent counties. Newly created counties in 1876 were included in 1868 
totals only if the parent county either contained federal troops or was adjacent to a county 
in which troops were stationed in 1868. All votes were cast in the 1868 or 1876 presidential 
elections, respectively, except for Florida, Mississippi, Texas, and Virginia. In these four 
states, gubernatorial elections in 1868 or 1869 were substituted for presidential returns 
because these states did not hold presidential elections in 1868. 

Source: Calculated from data in W. Dean Burnham, Presidential Ballots, 1836-1892 (Bal- 
johns Hopkins University Press, 1955) and the 1871 Tribune Almanac. Troop 
dispositions can be found in 1868 Report of the Secretary of War, Exec. Doc. 1: House 
‘of Representatives: 4oth Cong,, 3rd Sess., Ser. Rec. 1367 (Washington, D.C.: Government 
Printing Office [GPO], 1869), pp. 732-69; 1869 Report of the Secretary of War, Exec. 
Doc. 1: House of Representatives: 41st Cong., 2nd Sess., Ser. Rec. 1412 (GPO, 1870), 
PP. 164-5, 170-1; and 1876 Report of the Secretary of War, Exec. Doc. 1, Pt. 2: House 
‘of Representatives: 44th Cong., znd Sess., Ser. Rec. 1742 (Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1877), 
pp. 42-57. Dispositions were reported as of October 28, 1868, October 30, 1869, and 
October 14, 1876, respectively. 


in the electorate toward the legitimacy of central state authority in the 
South. 

In the 1868 election, the Republican party was particularly strong in 
the Virginia and North Carolina piedmont, the Georgia and South Car- 


ward L. Gambill, Conservative Ordeal: Norther Democrats and Reconstruction, 
1865—1869 (Ames: lowa State University Press, 1981), pp. 137-46; and McPherson, 
Political History, p. 368. 
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olina coast, north-central Florida, almost the entire state of Tennessee, 
the Alabama black belt (the dark-soil region of intensive cotton culti- 
vation), central Mississippi, most of Arkansas, the Louisiana portion of 
the Mississippi River Valley, and the Brazos River basin of Texas (see 
Map 6.1a). Even though the Republicans were the dominant force in the 
region, the vulnerability of the party was already evident in the absence 
of Republican support in the Georgia black belt, the river counties of 
Mississippi and Tennessee, and upland regions of North Carolina and 
Virginia. The former cases demonstrated that freedmen could be intim- 
idated into abstention or even led to vote for Democrats. The latter 
suggested that the mountain whites’ flirtation with Republicanism would 
be brief. In fact, the erosion of white Republican support had begun 
somewhat earlier than the fall elections. The returns from the adoption 
of the new state constitutions in the spring of 1868 had already indicated 
serious white disaffection among putative loyalists in Alabama, Arkansas, 
Georgia, Louisiana, and South Carolina. Only in North Carolina did the 
Republicans draw as much as a quarter of the white vote that spring.’* 

By 1876, almost every area of loyalist strength had experienced sig- 
nificant erosion in Republican support (see Map 6.1b).? Erosion was 
particularly severe in the Appalachian regions of east Tennessee and 
northern Georgia, as well as central Texas and Florida.** Previous centers 
of loyalist sentiment in central Mississippi and the Arkansas Ozarks 
vanished altogether. The one area of expanding Republican support was 
the Mississippi and Red River counties of Louisiana. In the South as a 
whole, the Republican party lost almost one-sixth of its electoral strength 
between 1868 and 1876, along with control of nine of eleven state houses 


32. In Louisiana, upland whites opposed Republican Reconstruction from the very be- 
ginning, Taylor, Louisiana Reconstructed, p. 159; Michael W. Fitzgerald argues that 
southern support among mountain whites was always low in absolute terms and 
rapidly collapsed after 1867 in his “Radical Republicanism and the White Yeomanry 
during Alabama Reconstruction, 1865-1868,” Journal of Southern History 54 (No- 
vember 1988): 565-96; for a discussion of upland, white support for ratification of 
the North Carolina constitution and data and crude estimates of white voting on 
state constitutional conventions throughout the South, see Perman, Reunion without 
Compromise, p. 341, 348; on upcountry unionism generally, see Foner, Reconstruc- 
tion, pp. 300-4; Abbott, The Republican Party, pp. 159-60. 

33. Presidential elections returns for 1876 were used for ali states in this map. Where the 
returns were disputed in the electoral crisis (the states of Florida, Louisiana, and 
Mississippi), the returns of the Republican reporting boards were used except where 
the boards threw out the results of individual counties. In those cases, the voided 
results were included as an indication of local Democratic strength even though the 
returns themselves were not accepted by the state boards. 

34. On the collapse of the Republican party in the Appalachians between 1868 and 1876, 
see Gordon B. McKinney, Southern Mountain Republicans, 1865—1900: Politics and 
the Appalachian Community (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1978), 
PP. 32-3- 
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‘Map 6.1a Electoral support for the Republican party in the states of the forme: 
Presidential Ballots, 1836-1892 (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 
counties created between 1868 and 1876 were consolidated with their parent counties so 
consistent over both elections. 
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Map 6.1b Electoral support for the Republican party in the states of the former Confederacy, 1876. Source: Calculated from data in W. Dean Burnham, 
Presidential Ballots, 1836-1892 (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1955) and the 1871 Tribune Almanac. In order to facilitate comparison, 
counties created between 1868 and 1876 were consolidated with their parent counties so that the geographical units represented in these maps were 
consistent over both elections. 
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and over three-quarters of the region’s congressional seats. This striking 
collapse of Republican strength during the Grant administration suggests 
that only early and massive intervention would have successfully planted 
a loyalist party in the South.’* 

Even as Republican strength steadily waned through the eight years 
of Grant’s presidency, there is some evidence that sustained military 
intervention might have produced at least a stalemate between loyalist 
freedmen and former Confederate nationalists (see Table 6.2). The dis- 
position of federal troops in the South during the 1868 election varied 
widely between individual states and military districts but tended to 
concentrate soldiers in plantation areas and urban centers. White, upland 
rural countries, on the other hand, were only weakly garrisoned. Counties 
occupied by the army in both 1868 and 1876, in the aggregate, gave the 
Republican party 43.6 percent of the vote in 1868. This level of loyalist 
support was lower than any of the other three categories in Table 6.2 
and reflected the separatist leanings of the Confederacy’s state capitals 
and plantation-dependent port districts. Occupied more or less contin- 
uously, these cities contained the military headquarters from which Re- 
construction was directed. They were Mobile (Alabama); Little Rock 
(Arkansas); Atlanta and Savannah (Georgia); Shreveport, Baton Rouge, 
and New Orleans (Louisiana); Jackson (Mississippi); and Charleston and 
Columbia (South Carolina). 

In analyzing the election returns for 1868 and 1876, the presence of 
the army has been assumed to influence both the expression of loyalist, 
Republican sentiment in the counties to which the troops were formally 
assigned and, also, the political environment on election day in countries 
immediately adjacent to those stations. The assumption is that troops 
were more likely to be deployed into adjacent countries on election day 
than to be dispatched to comparatively remote areas. In addition, the 
military was more likely to have developed a network of informants 
through which political intelligence could be gathered in these neigh- 
boring areas than could be established in other, comparatively distant 
regions of the district. Thus, the influence of the military’s presence on 
the expression of loyalist sentiment was likely to have been restricted to 
the immediate vicinity of the individual garrisons. This assumption, at 
least in so far as it refers to deployment, appears well founded.’* By all 


35. For a differing interpretation, see Gillette, Retreat from Reconstruction, p. xii. 
36. For example, when the military took up temporary positions in Mississippi during 
the 1868 referendum on adoption of the state’s constitution, thirty-four of those 
forty-five positions (75.6 percent) were either in or immediately adjacent to a county 
containing a permanent garrison. (One of the temporary positions could not be 
located. There were actually forty-six postings in all.) Calculated from locations given 
in “Condition of Affairs in Mississippi,” Misc. Doc. 53: House of Representatives: 
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reports, both troops and commanders varied widely in both competence 
and their personal political sympathies. However, we do not have enough 
information on individual officers to distinguish among them with ref- 
erence to performance of their duties. Simply put, the presence of federal 
troops is thought to have reduced the level of intimidation and violence 
directed at loyalists by southern separatists and, in addition, made the 
recording of Republican ballots more likely.’” Violence between sepa- 
ratists and federal troops performing election duty was exceedingly rare 
even though the number of men posted in most counties was very small.°* 
On the other hand, the limited capacity of these small garrisons to impose 
order made accurate political intelligence as to separatist intentions vitally 
necessary to the successful suppression of terror and intimidation.” 


4goth Cong., 3rd Sess., Ser. Rec. 1385 (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 
1869), pp. 134-5. To convey some idea of the duties troops were expected to perform, 
the general orders under which they operated are worth quoting: “During the election 
to be held in the State of Mississippi, commencing on the 22d instant, commanding 
officers of posts, stations or detachments in this sub-district will be held responsible 
for the preservation of peace and good order at their respective posts or stations, and 
in the vicinity thereof, taking such measures as may be considered necessary to that 
end, Assistance will be rendered to registrars, sheriffs, and other civil officers, when 
called for; the commanding officer being the judge of the necessity for such assistance. 
Commanding officers are authorized to send detachments or parties to such places 
in the vicinity of these posts or stations as may be considered necessary to preserve 
the public peace, bring offenders co justice, and protect all classes of the community 
in the right of voting free of intimidation.” On the difficulty of overland transportation 
(which made rapid and fee troop deployment almost impossible), see Taylor, 
Louisiana Reconstructed, p. 

37. See, for example, William 3 iar, The Day of the Carpetbagger: Republican 
Reconstruction in Mississippi (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 1979), 
p. 195; Shofner, Nor Is It over Yet, pp. 310-11; Richter, The Army in Texas, pp. 182— 
90; George C. Rable, But There Was No Peace: The Role of Violence in the Politics 
of Reconstruction (Athens: University of Georgia Press, 1984), pp. 108-10. In Texas, 
the army went far beyond simple policing of the polls and actively participated in 
administration of the election. In addition, General Reynolds ruled on the acceptability 
of all returns in his capacity as both civil governor and military commander. For 
analytical simplicity, the text emphasizes the security role of the army in the enforce- 
ment of voting rights. However, federal troops also protected local Republican re- 
turning boards as the latter carried out more or less partisan audits of county 
tabulations. Since these audits required at least some support in the form of first- 
hand reports of vote fraud by Democrats, the military often served Republican boards 
in two capacities: as witnesses to voting practices across the state, and as armed 
protectors. For examples of such activity from the 1876 elections in Louisiana and 
Florida, see Dawson, Army Generals and Reconstruction, pp. 224-35, 240-1; Shof- 
ner, Nor Is It over Yet, pp. 311-25; Gillette, Retreat from Reconstruction, p. 315. 

38. As James Sefton put it, “Even a very small detachment, just to ‘show the flag’, was 
often sufficient to keep a community quiet....Sometimes it sufficed for the Army 
merely to pretend it was sending a force to a particular area.” The United States 
Army and Reconstruction, p. 209. 

39. As is widely recognized in the historical literature, attacks on loyalist whites and 
freedmen were an almost ubiquitous feature of the Reconstruction landscape. See, for 
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In the counties in which troops were posted in 1868 but not in 1876, 
the Republicans polled an impressive 54.1 percent of the vote in the first 
election. Unlike the urban centers continuously garrisoned over the pe- 
riod, these counties tended to be much more rural and contained a com- 
paratively large proportion of freedmen. The plantation regions of 
Alabama, Arkansas, North Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, and Virginia 
were the most important areas abandoned by the military over the eight- 
year period. However, other plantation counties, particularly in Louisi- 
ana and South Carolina, also constituted the major area in which federal 
troops took up new stations between the two elections. The aggregate 
Republican vote in these latter areas was 47.6 percent in 1868, slightly 
below the loyalist performance in the South as a whole. Finally, almost 
half of all southern ballots in the first postwar election were cast in areas 
not garrisoned by the military during either the 1868 or the 1876 election. 
These usually rural, sparsely populated, upland areas contained a par- 
ticularly large portion of the electorate in Georgia, North Carolina, and 
Virginia — states captured fairly easily and early by the Democrats. 

While the presence of federal troops undoubtedly bolstered loyalist 
turnout and their absence gave some license to separatist schemes of 
intimidation and violence, these effects were comparatively unimportant 
in the 1868 election because of federal inexperience in administering the 
election process and the relative uninvolvement of separatists in most of 
these contests.*° The Republican percentage of the vote was, in addition, 
somewhat inflated by varying levels of discrimination against pai 
pation by former Confederates.** Although these factors undoubtedly 


example, Foner, Reconstruction, pp. 119-23, 425~44, and Rable, But There Was 
No Peace. 

40. Perman, Road to Redemption, p. 23; for an account of the 1869 Virginia gubernatorial 
campaign, see Jack P. Maddex, Jr., The Virginia Conservatives, 1867~1879 (Chapel 
Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1970), pp. 73-83; on the Mississippi guber- 
natorial election (rendered null by defeat of the constitution), see Harris, Day of the 
Carpetbagger, pp. 194-6, and James W. Garner, Reconstruction in Mississippi (Baton 
Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 1968), pp. 208-13. 

41. In some of the southern states that participated in the 1868 presidential election or 
held 1869 gubernatorial elections in connection with readmission to the Union, former 
Confederates suffered minor barriers co voting or outright disfranchisement. Ten- 
nessee and Arkansas appear to have imposed the most discriminatory conditions on 
suffrage with Louisiana close behind. Suffrage requirements in the rest of the region, 
however, appear to have been fairly open. Perman, Road to Redemption, pp. 12, 25~ 
6; McPherson, Political History, pp. 327-333 Foner, Reconstruction, p. 3243 William 
A. Russ, Jr., “Registration and Disfranchisement under Radical Reconstruction,” 
Mississippi Valley Historical Review 21 (September 1934): 163~80; the constitution 
defeated in Mississippi in 1868 probably would have disqualified a majority of all 
white voters but was never enacted, Garner, Reconstruction in Mississippi, p. 2113 
on the local impact of Confederate disfranchisement, see Stephen V. Ash, Middle 
Tennessee Society Transformed, 1860-1870: War and Peace in the Upper South 
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had some impact, we can probably assume that the 1868 returns roughly 
approximated the actual distribution of loyalist sentiment in the South.** 

The impact of military occupation can be clearly seen by comparing 
the 1868 election returns with the 1876 count. In those areas in which 
the military maintained permanent installations, we should expect to 
find the least erosion of Republican strength. In those areas, political 
intelligence networks would be most well developed. In addition, the 
commissary requirements of the military would have deepened the central 
state’s ties to at least some elements of the local economy and expectations 
of future occupation would have substantially reduced, if not eliminated, 
loyalist fear of separatist retaliation. If military occupation had any in- 
fluence on loyalist prospects, that influence should have shown up here. 
In fact, these political centers and port districts actually gave a greater 
proportion of their aggregate vote to the Republicans in 1876, an increase 
of 1.3 percent as the South as a whole was experiencing a decline of 8.5 
percent. 

In the two categories where military occupation was intermittent, we 
should have very different expectations. In both, Republican performance 
should be inferior to areas in which the military presence was continuous. 
In addition, we should expect a better performance in areas where troops 
were newly positioned in 1876 than in areas abandoned by the military 
over the period. Newly positioned troops would inhibit separatist activity, 
but their effectiveness would be limited by the brevity of their experience 
with the local political terrain. The withdrawal of troops over the period 
would, on the other hand, allow white Democrats a comparatively free 
field for violence and economic retaliation against loyalist voters. As it 
turned out, these expectations were borne out by the relatively moderate 
decline of 7 percent in the aggregate vote of newly occupied counties, 
while the decline was a much steeper 12.3 percent in areas abandoned 
by the military. 

In regions where the army did not take up stations in either of the two 
contests, the Republican portion of the aggregate vote should be expected 
to decline over the period as white separatists captured the political 
machinery of local governments and more effectively translated their 
dominant position in the local economy into political influence. The 
decline should be steeper than that in areas into which troops were moved 
in 1876 because the military would not have inhibited separatist activity 


(Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 1988), p. 218. By 1876, discrimi- 
natory barriers had been removed in every state of the South. 

42. The outstanding exception was Louisiana where the Republican governor advised 
blacks to abstain from the 1868 presidential election because they could not be 
protected at the polls. Taylor, Louisiana Reconstructed, pp. 161~72. 
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in the ungarrisoned counties. The decline should, on the other hand, be 
less steep than that in areas from which troops were withdrawn, because 
the process of “redemption” had already begun by 1868 (and, thus, 
loyalist strength had less far to fall over the period of Democratic re- 
surgence). In fact, Republican strength declined by a little over 10 percent 
in areas never occupied by the army. This decline, as expected, was less 
than that of abandoned areas but greater than that of newly occupied 
regions. Compared to areas in which the military was continually sta- 
tioned, the decline in loyalist support was quite dramatic. In 1868 regions 
never occupied by the military cast a Republican vote 4.4 percent greater 
than that cast in counties continuously occupied by the military; however, 
in 1876 these same areas returned 7.2 percent less than continuously 
occupied counties (37.7 and 44.9 percent, respectively) — a movement of 
almost 12 percent in relative Republican support in the two regions. 

Before we conclude that the military could have successfully sustained 
a loyalist party in the South, one aspect of the central assumption should 
be subjected to at least rudimentary investigation. The assumption that 
needs at least cursory scrutiny connects the depth of federal involvement 
in the local political economy with the extensiveness and effectiveness of 
auxiliary political networks. Here we must remember that military oc- 
cupation was not the only form in which the central state imposed its 
authority throughout southern society. While certainly a less dramatic 
and important force in the region, the civil administration of the federal 
government also positioned officials in most counties of the South. Tied 
to the national Republican party through appointment and to the federal 
government through official duty, these officers constituted a political 
network naturally allied with the occupying forces of the army. In some 
ways, they were even better equipped to gather information on election- 
related separatist activity than the military because the routine exercise 
of their duties brought them into more intimate day-to-day contact with 
a larger and more heterogeneous cross-section of the community. In 
addition, where the administrative apparatus was comparatively strong, 
Republican-controlled federal patronage could strengthen the loyalist 
leadership and electoral base by ensuring at least partial autonomy from 
the separatist-dominated local economy.** 

The relative density of the civil administrative apparatus had, in fact, 


43. Foner, Reconstruction, pp. 349-50, 362. As an illustration of the importance of 
federal office to loyalist political activity, it should be noted that almost 10 percent 
of delegates to the postwar Reconstruction conventions were U.S. Army veterans or 
former Freedmen’s Bureau agents. Richard L. Hume, “Carpetbaggers in the Re- 
construction South: A Group Portrait of Outside Whites in the ‘Black and Tan’ 
Constitutional Conventions,” Journal of American History 64 (September 1977): 
315, 319 
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Table 6.3. Troops, federal civil employment, and support for the 
Republican party in the 1868 and 1876 presidential elections 


Total Total 
Presence of federal number of 1868 number of 1876 Change in 
troops/employees votes cast Republican votes cast Republican Republican 
(by county) in 1868 percentage in 1876 _ percentage percentage 
Troops present in 1876 
Administrative center. 117,820 40.9 146,498 45.8 +49 
At least one employee 187,456 49.0 287,650 43-1 -— 5.9 
No civil employees 16,490 24.4 21,422 34.8 +1004 


No troops present in 1876 


Administrative center 228,939 S42 304,346 45.0 
Atleast one employee 650,605 50.1 960,573 38.5 
No civil employees 72774 39-4 115,450 30.6 


Note: Each “troops present” category includes the votes of counties in which troops were 
stationed and immediately adjacent counties. A county was classified as an “‘administrative 
center” if it contained at least one employee from three of the following four branches of 
the civil government: internal revenue, customs, the federal judiciary, and the post office. 
In addition, the density of civil federal employees must have been at least one for every 
3,500 people. The votes of all counties that did not meet the criteria for classification as 
an “administrative center” were aggregated in the two other catgories. All votes were cast 
in the 1868 or 1876 presidential elections, respectively, except for Florida, Mississippi, 
Texas, and Virginia. In these four states, gubernatorial elections in 1868 or 1869 were 
substituted for presidential returns because these states did not hold presidential elections 
in 1868. 

Source: Calculated from data in W. Dean Burnham, Presidential Ballots, 1836-1892 (Bal- 
timore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1955) and the 1871 Tribune Almanac. Troop 
dispositions can be found in 1868 Report of the Secretary of War, Exec. Doc. 1: House 
of Representatives, goth Cong., 3rd Sess., Ser. Rec. 367 (Washington, D.C.: Government 
Printing Office [GPO], 1869), pp. 732-69; 1869 Report of the Secretary of War, Exec. 
Doc. 1: House of Representatives: 41st Cong,, 2nd Sess., Ser. Rec. 1412 (GPO, 1870), 
pp. 164-5, 170-1; and 1876 Report of the Secretary of War, Exec. Doc. 1, Pt. 2: House 
of Representatives: 44th Cong., 2nd Sess., Ser. Rec. 1742 (GPO, 1877), pp. 42-57. Dis- 
positions were reported as of October 28, 1868, October 30, 1869, and October 14, 1876, 
respectively. The location of federal civil officials was obtained from the 1877 Official 
Register of the United States (GPO, 1878). 


a clear influence on the effectiveness of military occupation (see Table 
6.3). When southern counties are divided into categories roughly cor- 
responding to their respective density of federal officers and cross tab- 
ulated with the presence and absence of troops in 1876, this impact can 
be seen in the superior Republican electoral performance of administra- 
tive centers and comparatively poor loyalist showing in areas in which 
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no civil officers were located.** The pattern holds for both the 1868 and 
1876 elections and, separately, for areas in which troops were present 
in 1876 and regions that were not occupied during the contest. The 
Republican advantage ranges from 16.5 percent in the 1868 returns of 
counties occupied in 1876 to 11 percent in the 1876 returns of those 
same counties. In all but one of these comparisons, areas with at least 
one civil officer turned in a Republican performance superior to counties 
without any officials, but inferior to those areas in which the adminis- 
trative apparatus was more developed. 

Overlaying the influence of federal patronage and civil administrative 
activity was the independently positive impact of military occupation. 
Where federal troops occupied administrative centers in 1876, for ex- 
ample, the Republican share of the aggregate vote actually increased 4.9 
percent over the eight-year period. Where administrative centers were 
not occupied, on the other hand, the Republican proportion declined by 
over 9 percent. Compared to occupied centers, the relative trend was a 
decline of 14.1 percent. For counties in which at least one civil officer 
was located, the Republican vote declined 5.9 percent when troops were 
present and 11.6 percent when soldiers were not posted. For counties 
with no civil officials, Republican support actually increased by 10.4 
percent when troops were posted but declined by 8.8 where they were 
absent.** In fact, the impact of federal occupation in 1876 turned the 
prior 1868 pattern of Republican support on its head. In 1868 the Re- 
publican vote was lower in areas in which troops were posted in the 
subsequent 1876 election in all three categories of civil employment (com- 
pare 40.9, 49.0, and 24.4 percents with 54.2, 50.1, and 39.4, respec- 
tively). In 1876 the pattern is diametrically reversed (compare 45.8, 43-1, 
and 34.8 with 45.0, 38.5, and 30.6, respectively). In these patterns, we 
can see both the influence of military supervision of elections and the 
supporting role of civil officials. 


44. Although the primary influence of federal officials on the expression of loyalist sen- 
timent was probably their role as an extension of military administration, the posting 
of civil officials also had a small, positive impact on local economies in terms of 
salaries and federal expenditures on construction and services. This impact probably 
encouraged, at least to some extent, loyalist leanings in the local white population 
but, because of the relatively small amounts of money involved, the impact was 
probably small. 

45. Though generally consistent with the expected connection between the presence of 
troops and Republican voting, this increase of 10.4 percentin loyalist electoral support 
is anomalously large. In part, this significant addition to Republican ranks can be 
attributed to the extraordinary effort of the federal military to protect black voters 
in rural Louisiana counties in the 1876 election and the somewhat creative attempt 
by the Republican election board to adjust the returns from these counties in order 
to compensate for fraud and intimidation. All of the increase in Republican support 
in this category can be attributed to these Louisiana returns. 
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On the whole we know little about how military occupation and civil 
administration may have strengthened southern loyalists and the viability 
of the local Republican party. What we do know suggests that federal 
patronage available in the form of appointments to civil administration 
was generally used to bolster radical elements in local Republican parties 
closely allied with freedmen. In contrast, offices controlled by governors 
of the individual states tended to be given to moderates who generally 
preferred to accommodate the interests of white former Confederates.** 
Not only were federal officers more likely to be linked to radical factions 
of the Republican party, their connections with the occupying forces also 
were apparently much deeper than the ties maintained by officials of local 
governments or private citizens.*” Coordination between revenue agents, 
U.S. marshals, and the army, for example, seems to have been closer than 
that between most other branches of civil administration.** 


46. Perman, Road to Redemption, pp. 42-3, 49-53, 115, 143, 163. For a list of the 
major officeholders in the federal bureaucracy in Louisiana in 1867, 1871, and 1875, 
see Ted Tunnel, Crucible of Reconstruction: War, Radicalism and Race in Louisiana, 
1862-1877 (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 1984), pp. 148-50, 162, 
239-41. Almost half of all carpetbaggers who served in Congress had previously held 
federal patronage positions, but the national Republican party never gave these or 
other southern Republicans full control of local patronage. Seip, South Returns to 
Congress, pp. 73, 119-25; Foner, Reconstruction, pp. 348-57. 

47. Between October 1873 and October 1874, for example, the Adjutant General’s Office 
in the War Department reported thirty-one requests for federal troops in the former 
Confederate states. Only two came from private citizens (one of these was forwarded 
to the War Department by U.S. congressmen). Five more came from southern gov- 
ernors and local government officials. The remaining twenty-four, representing 
roughly three of every four requests, were made by federal officials requesting military 
assistance in the performance of their administrative duties. Most of these were sent 
by internal revenue collectors and U.S. marshalls. 1874 Report of the Secretary of 
War, Exec. Doc. 1, Pt. 2, Vol. 1: House of Representatives 43rd Cong., 2nd Sess., 
Ser. Rec. 1635 (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1875), pp. 87-9. 

48. Administrative cooperation between these branches often appears in accounts of the 
use of troops in the apprehension of moonshiners and the execution of court orders. 
See Wilbur R. Miller, “The Revenue: Federal Law Enforcement in the Mountain 
South, 1870-1900,” Journal of Southern History 55 (May 1989): 206-8; Internal 
Revenue Record 13 (February 18, 1871): 50-1; 14 (July 8, 1871): front page; 15 
(March 9, 1872): 69. The Ku Klux Klan violently harrassed revenue officials in 
Mississippi, Internal Revenue Record 13 (March 25, 1871): 90-1; Sefton, The United 
States Army and Reconstruction, pp. 214-15, 219-27. A congressional investigation 
reported that the internal revenue collector in Greensboro, North Carolina, “‘advo- 
cates the appointment of those who have served in the Union army as collectors of 
internal revenue throughout the South, upon the ground of its securing a more co- 
operative system between collectors, and of contributing materially to the suppression 
of fraud and increase of revenue.” “Civil Service of the United States,” House Report 
47: House of Representatives: goth Cong., and Sess., Ser. Rec. 1358 (Washington, 
D.C.: Government Printing Office, 868), p. 69. The collection of the excise tax on 
tobacco created, in fact, an extensive network of internal revenue offices that played 
a major role in the life of the North Carolina Republican party. Miller, “The Rev- 
enue,” p. 201; McKinney, Southern Mountain Republicans, pp. 48-9, 96-8. 
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Everything considered, then, military occupation of the South was a 
rather effective means of supporting a southern loyalist party; William 
Gillette was probably too negative when he concluded: 


At the end of Grant’s administration a string of federal forts still 
existed throughout the South, but as no more than isolated and 
beleaguered islands. The American flag still flew over the forts, but 
they were besieged on all sides, not by a rival army but by something 
more effective — an entrenched, armed, determined political oppo- 
sition, civilian in appearance yet paramilitary in nature. The federal 
forts served both as a beacon of hope to local Republicans and as a 
rallying cry for the counterrevolutionaries who put pressure on the 
government to withdraw the remaining army units. But formidable 
as the fortresses might appear from the outside, they were in fact 
hollow shells. The complement of soldiers had decreased to a mere 
handful of men pulling garrison duty and rarely venturing outside. 
The edifices were jerry-built and rested on the frailest of foundations. 
They were but fortresses of failure. ...Overwhelming federal force 
was necessary to enforce law and to command obedience.” 


While the number of troops occupying the South was never large enough 
to prevent the gradual collapse of the Republican party, the garrisons 
did influence the expression of loyalist sentiment throughout Reconstruc- 
tion. Furthermore, they were hardly as isolated as Gillette reports. In- 
stead, they were the central element in a widely distributed administrative 
apparatus that included the federal court system, U.S. commissioners, 
internal revenue collectors, postmasters, and customs officials. Even while 
the project as a whole was withering away for lack of material support, 
Reconstruction still remained, in 1876, a moderate success in adminis- 
trative centers garrisoned by the army — at least in the sense that the 
Republican party was both a competitive and expanding political force 
in these occupied counties.*° 


State structure and the American political 
economy in 1877 


As the preceding analysis demonstrates, civil administration could not 
substitute for military occupation but, instead, was a necessary supple- 
ment to Reconstruction. The analysis also suggests why one of the pri- 


49. Retreat from Reconstruction, pp. 170-1. 

50. Nowhere in the South was the army more active or the federal administrative ap- 
paratus more extensive than Louisiana. Although the state was the last one to fall 
to the Democrats, the federal presence was even there not enough to sustain loyalist 
forces. 
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mary goals of southern Democrats in the bargaining over the 1876 
election was the appointment of a friendly postmaster general. The post- 
master general made 1,748 administrative appointments in the South 
that carried salaries sufficiently large to potentially ally their recipients 
with the central state (see Table 6.4).*' These appointments covered over 
three-quarters of the counties in the South and comprised roughly 40 
percent of all civil administrative officials in the region. In fact, once 
these patronage positions were conceded by the Republicans, most south- 
erners probably resided in counties in which no federal official was sym- 
pathetic to the central government. When they fought for postal 
patronage in the 1877 negotiations, southern Democrats were not bar- 
gaining for the spoils of political competition but for a strengthening of 
sectional political autonomy. 

The collection of internal revenue spawned the second largest civil 
administrative apparatus in the South. Most of these officials were more 
concerned with suppressing illegal distilling operations (“bootlegging”) 
than with the collection of tax revenue. Concentrated in rural districts 
of North Carolina, Tennessee, and Virginia where excise taxes on alcohol 
and tobacco were difficult to enforce, internal revenue employees played 
a comparatively unimportant role in the political life of the rest of the 
South.** In these other states, the federal courts were a more significant 
force, because both judges and U.S. commissioners were directly involved 
in administrative oversight of elections and were widely distributed 
throughout the region. Less numerous and, in some respects, less useful 
to Reconstruction were the employees who collected the tariff. Confined 
almost entirely to Atlantic seaboard and Gulf coast districts, most cus- 
toms officials resided in the region’s major ports. New Orleans alone 


51. Only federal officials whose total compensation equaled or exceeded $220 a year 
were included in Table 6.4, and the discussion in the text. This threshold roughly 
equaled one-fifth of the annual salary of the average full-time federal employee and, 
after adjustment for a 10 percent increase in the price index, was also equivalent to 
the figure used in the 1859 analysis of federal employment (see Chapter 3). Whether 
or not this figure in fact separated “state-oriented” employees from those who saw 
their federal employment as honorific or as of secondary importance to their private 
occupations can be no more than a reasonable assumption. However, the thousands 
of federal employees who drew smaller salaries as country store postmasters, light- 
house keepers, and part-time customs officials were very unlikely to have been able 
to play an important role in Reconstruction politics. Such a role often required more 
cconomic autonomy than that conferred by their small stipends. 

52. Iegal distilling, for example, was primarily centered in three mountainous regions 
of the southern and border states: the Blue Ridge, Smoky Mountain territory between 
eastern Tennessee, western North Carolina, and northern Georgia; the Cumberland 
Mountains between eastern Kentucky, Virginia, and West Virginia; and the Ozark 
Mountains of southwestern Missouri and northwestern Arkansas. Miller, “The Rev- 
enue,” p. 198. 
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Table 6.4. Federal officials in the South, 1877 


Branch of the federal service* 


Internal Federal Post Light- 

State revenue Customs courts office houses Army Other Total 
Texas 39 93 59 256 22 3,355 4 3,828 
Tennessee 144 4 80 181 3819466 
Georgia 46 4e 33 20714 79 9 450 
Virginia 140 38 7° 24359-27722 1,039 
North Carolina 210 25 74 120 36 18 9 492 
Alabama 22 20 40 16114 5 om 373 
Mississippi 15 8 126 13r 14 3 297 
South Carolina 24 32 35 wos 36175, 7 414 
Louisiana 34 176 60 1823714447 680 
Arkansas 27 53 115 130 12220 
Florida 9 53 26 47 6919412 TO 

Total 710 49r 676 1,748) 301 4,298 345 8,569 


“Officials included in the post office category include mail messengers. The army includes 
Ppaymasters, quartermasters, and surgeons assigned to locations outside military installa- 
tions. The “other” category includes steamboat inspectors, architects, and employces of 
the lifesaving service, mint (New Orleans), assay office, marine hospitals, subtreasury (New 
Orleans), arsenal, federal cemeteries, general land offices, pension bureau, and navy yards, 
Over half of all officials in the last category were employed in the navy yard at Norfolk, 
Virginia. States are ranked by population, largest to smallest (1880 census), in order to 
give some idea of relative density. This tabulation includes all officials who drew an annual 
salary of over $220, drew a daily wage in excess of $1.00, or were paid in fees (some 
internal revenue and court employees). 

Sources: 1877 Official Register of the United States and 1877 Report of the Secretary of 
War, 


employed over one-third of the total for the entire South. The large 
majority of the remainder were posted in Norfolk (Virginia), Wilmington 
(North Carolina), Mobile (Alabama), and Galveston and Brownsville 
(Texas). In these urban centers they formed a significant patronage base 
for local Republican organizations but, because of their redundant con- 
centration along the coast and absence in the interior, were almost useless 
as an auxiliary information network for occupying forces. 

Even less useful to Republican Reconstruction were the lighthouse 
keepers located on relatively isolated islands, sand bars, or rocky promon- 
tories along the coast or at entry channels to southern ports and river 
systems. Their location and working routines apparently limited their 
contact with the remainder of southern society. In any case, their silence 
in the Reconstruction record is complete. Most employees in other minor 
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Table 6.5. Federal officials, 1877 


Branch of the federal service 


Internal Federal Post —Light- 

Section revenue Customs courts office houses Army Other Total 
South 710 498 676 1,748 301 4,298 345 8,569 
Border 603 267 26014136 99 389 Bx (2,835 
Northeast 68224314 414 6405-444 44161 1,644 14,064 
Midwest 748 261 631 4,671 198 2,367 565-944 
West 97 239 139 553 90 845 819 2,782 
Territories 44 37 135 221 18 11,734 957 125746 
Nation 2,884 3,609 2,255 14,734 1,150 21,794 4,011 50,437 
District of Columbia 2,918 
Grand total 58,355 


Note: See explanatory note to Table 6.4. 
Sources: 1877 Official Register of the United States and 1877 Report of the Secretary of 
War. 


branches of state administration were, like customs officials, confined to 
the region’s urban centers. There, particularly in New Orleans and Nor- 
folk, steamboat inspectors, architects supervising federal construction 
projects, workers minting the nation’s coinage, superintendents of marine 
hospitals, navy yard employees, and others further expanded the party’s 
patronage base without strengthening the intelligence network of the 
army. 

Aside from the far-flung frontier garrisons in west Texas, fewer than 
a thousand troops still remained in the South in 1877. Almost half of 
those were stationed in just two posts: Hampton Roads in Virginia and 
Charleston harbor in South Carolina. The small size of these garrisons 
reflected the abandonment of Reconstruction by Hayes and the national 
Republican party. By comparison, almost 12,000 troops were posted in 
the western territories (see Table 6.5). When frontier posts in Texas, the 
Pacific coast states, and the Midwest are included, over 80 percent of 
the army was assigned to Indian suppression and western settlement duty. 
Many of these soldiers were serving in Montana where, a little more than 
a year earlier, Custer and his men had been wiped out on the Little Big 
Horn. Another 1,700 troops were also still positioned in Pennsylvania 
following summer strikes by miners in the anthracite region.*? In 1877 


53. For a brief account of these strikes and the federal response, see Robert V. Bruce, 
1877: Year of Violence (Chicago: Quadrangle, 1970), pp. 294-9. Also see the 
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no part of the army was committed to national defense other than scat- 
tered garrisons along the Rio Grande that primarily protected settlers 
from Indian raiding parties and in major port cities where they did little 
more than show the flag. 

As for civil servants, the South was allocated more than a quarter of 
all the federal government’s lighthouses, largely because of the region’s 
long coastline. These marked hazards along the principal coastal routes 
and the entry channels to major harbors; the density of these installations 
was directly related to the traffic generated by local ports. A large number 
were located along the southern littoral of the Great Lakes (particularly 
Michigan) and on the Mississippi and Hudson rivers. Even more closely 
linked to commercial activity on the high seas were the relative sizes of 
the nation’s customshouses. Largely because of the New York port, over 
two-thirds of all customs officials were located in the Northeast. 

In the nation as a whole internal revenue employees were concentrated 
both in the largest northern urban centers and in rural areas of the South 
and border states where tobacco and alcohol production were locally 
important. Because the Department of Justice played important roles in 
the enforcement of federal revenue and election laws, U.S. commissioners 
(falling under the heading “federal courts”) were a prominent feature of 
the federal administrative apparatus in the South. No other region of the 
nation had as many federal officials in this category. However, the south- 
ern extension of the national postal system was much less developed than 
that in the North. Since the largest portion of postal volume originated 
in commercial activity and personal letters written by private citizens, 
the poverty and high illiteracy rates of the South made the region a 
relatively weak generator of postal revenue. The Northeast, for example, 
had over three times as many postal officials on a per capita basis. With 
most of the nation’s navy yards and other specialized services, the North- 
east also led in “other” federal employment. In the western states and 
territories, employees on Indian reservations also pushed up totals in the 
“other”? category. 

In 1877 the central state distributed federal officials in ways that sys- 
tematically reduced the government’s profile in the very areas where 
loyalist sentiment was weakest. In the nation as a whole, the central state 
employed one person for every 860 citizens. (Though a precise figure 
cannot be calculated from available data, the current ratio of population 
to federal officials would almost certainly be below 60.) As always had 


commanding general’s report in 1877 Report of the Secretary of War (Washington, 
D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1877), pp. 86-98. During the summer the army 
was stretched so thin that troops throughout the South and as far away as Wyoming 
were mobilized to suppress labor unrest in the East. 
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been the case in the past, the density of federal officials was greatest on 
the frontier. In Wyoming, the central state posted one agent for every 
12 citizens counted in the 1880 census. In Montana, the figure was 16. 
All of the other western states were also thickly posted with troops and 
agents. Frontier duty also raised the density of officials to population 
along the band of settlement activity in the northern portions of Min- 
nesota, Wisconsin, and Michigan as well as Kansas, Nebraska, and Texas. 
Excluding the states in which settling the frontier was continuing, the 
greatest density of federal officials was found in the Northeast.** Mas- 
sachusetts, Maine, Rhode Island, New York, and Pennsylvania all had 
population to official ratios of 1,000 or less. Maryland, a neighboring 
border state, also fell within this range. On the other hand, five of the 
six states with ratios above 3,000 were within the former boundaries of 
the Confederacy: Alabama (4,625), Mississippi (3,810), Arkansas 
(3,648), Georgia (3,427), and Tennessee (3,310). The one nonsouthern 
exception was West Virginia (4,386). In fact, New York State alone held 
more civil officials than did the eleven states of the former Confederacy. 

Viewed from the broadest perspective, troops and officials were con- 
centrated in the western frontier, in a continuous band along the nation’s 
coastline (including the Great Lakes littoral), throughout the thickly set- 
tled and commercialized regions of the Northeast, and most of the na- 
tion’s major urban centers. The central state’s limited role in the settled, 
rural areas of the southern interior was highlighted by an almost complete 
absence of agents in portions of the lower Appalachians, the Ozarks, and 
pine districts of Texas, Louisiana, and Alabama. This striking spatial 
pattern resulted from the interplay of three general central state com- 
mitments within the national political economy: the provision of mar- 
ketplace infrastructure and facilitating services; the extraction of revenue 
from the national economy; and internal development policies associated 
with the pacification of indigenous native populations and territorial 
administration. 

The central state’s commitment to the expansion and facilitation of a 
national market materialized in the form of an extensive postal system 
(second only to the army in size) that penetrated all but the most sparsely 
populated parts of the nation, the coastal distribution of lighthouses along 
the primary waterways and ports of entry for foreign commerce, and the 
strategic location of steamboat inspectors for the inspection of boilers. 
Though patronage and political favor were also of some importance, the 
driving influence in the spatial design of the postal system was the network 


54. The one exception was Florida where military installations, lighthouses, and tariff 
collection all contributed to a relatively large federal presence. 
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of economic exchange between the nation’s urban centers and between 
those centers and more rural populations. The postal system, through 
contracts for mail carriage, was also an important force in the devel- 
opment of the nation’s railroad network (as were contracts for the car- 
riage of troops and military supplies). Lighthouses served somewhat dual 
purposes. While these beacons were primarily intended to mark water 
hazards that endangered access to the nation’s ports, no federal lighthouse 
marked the way to a harbor that lacked a customs official. In that sense, 
at least, they could be considered an auxiliary to revenue collection. 
Requiring but few federal employees, public works expenditures on rivers 
and harbors similarly facilitated waterborne commerce while tending to 
concentrate activity in a way susceptible to revenue extraction and aiding 
internal development. The location of public works projects was more 
vulnerable than many other state activities to political influence, and an 
inordinate number of northern ports and rivers benefited from central 
state subsidies during the late nineteenth century (see Chapter 5). 

The rate and point at which the state appropriated economic surplus 
dictated the administrative structure necessary to collect revenue in a 
number of ways. Because almost all federal revenue came from taxes on 
alcohol, tobacco, and imports, these levies produced a strong federal 
presence in the major commercial centers of the Northeast, where foreign 
imports entered the nation and much of the country’s liquor production 
was concentrated. Northeastern branches of the internal revenue and 
customs network, as a consequence, collected the bulk of the state’s 
revenue. Taxation, however, could potentially reshape the distribution 
of economic activity. New York, for example, was normally the port of 
entry for the importation of railroad iron. Steep tariffs made evasion 
through unmonitored harbors potentially profitable and, if the state did 
not police the entire coastline, these tariffs could direct commerce to 
alternative ports. An efficient revenue system policed almost all areas 
where evasion might erupt into abnormal networks of commercial ex- 
change. As a consequence, the networks and marketplace relations that 
were subjected to taxation were left more or less unchanged by revenue 
collection. Even so, the administrative apparatus of any tax system was 
disproportionately oriented toward collection in areas where revenue is 
greatest and turned to enforcement in all other regions of the country. 
For that reason, the major supporting auxiliaries for collection (such as 
lighthouses and subtreasury offices in which government revenue was 
deposited) were concentrated in revenue-rich urban centers while those 
used in suppressing evasion were concentrated in relatively revenue-poor 
rural areas (revenue agents, U.S. commissioners, and marshalls). Thus, 
although the extraction system had some links to marketplace facilitation 
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and infrastructure support, the overall design responded to distinctly 
different imperatives.°° 

An entirely different set of priorities brought together the army, Indian 
agents, and thé administrators of federal land offices. In the field oper- 
ations of these branches of the central state, both the facilitation of 
national markets and the extraction of revenue in the nation’s urban 
centers were but distant, almost irrelevant concerns. Instead, these federal 
officials brought an immense (in proportion to the resident citizenry) 
developmental apparatus to bear on the twin projects of Indian removal 
and frontier settlement. In a very real sense, the federal government 
incubated new political and social communities on the frontier. Once 
these achieved some degree of maturity, recognized by admission into 
the Union, the central state rapidly dismantled this apparatus only to 
erect it again closer to the line of current settlement. For most of the 
nineteenth century, the major task assigned to the military was this work 
of internal development and territorial expansion. In the antebellum pe- 
riod, this work not only confronted hostile Indian populations but also, 
at times, ran into active competition from other national states. At the 
end of Reconstruction, however, no major power threatened American 
control of the West. 

These, then, were the three major material commitments of the Amer- 
ican state at the end of Reconstruction: national market facilitation, 
revenue extraction, and western development. To these must be added 
two more inextricably linked but distinct commitments: the protection 
of American industry from foreign competition and the servicing of the 
national debt, which brought treasury operations into close, continuous 
contact with national capital markets. Overlaying all of these was the 
reliance of the state on the recruitment of civil administrative officials 
through the operation of political patronage, an arrangement that rein- 
forced the Republican party’s identification with the interests of central 
state survival and expansion during the Civil War era. Given the material 
commitments of the government and the spatial concentration of state 
officials in the Northeast and much of the Midwest, the rise of powerful 
Republican machines in the North was inevitable.** 


55. Governments generally have a strong interest in maintaining and strengthening robust, 
visible marketplaces in which the extraction of revenue through excise taxes and 
tariffs is relatively efficient. See, for example, the discussion of Civil War revenue 
systems in Chapter 3. 

56. On the importance of the Boston customshouse to Massachusetts politics, see Mar- 
garet Susan Thompson, The “Spider Web”: Congress and Lobbying in the Age of 
Grant (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1985), pp. 239-40. For a colorful 
account of many of these Republican machines, see Matthew Josephson, The Politicos, 
1865-1896 (New York: Harcourt, Brace, and World, 1966). 
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As this review of state commitments perhaps suggests, civil employment 
in the former Confederate states could only have been expanded if the 
state had heavily subsidized the creation of a specifically southern offi- 
cialdom. Even as things stood in 1877, for example, 45 percent of all 
tariff revenue gathered in southern ports was used to pay the adminis- 
trative costs of collection. The percentage, by way of comparison, was 
only 2.5 in New York City and under ro for all of the Northeast.” The 
administrative burden was not the result of a bloated federal bureaucracy 
in the South; only one in every seven customs officials was stationed in 
the region. The burden, instead, grew out of the proportional emphasis 
of southern customshouses on policing potential evasion (smuggling) 
rather than on collecting revenue. For similar reasons, southern branches 
of the internal revenue system also consumed large portions of all the 
taxes they collected. In the third district of Louisiana administrative costs 
in the 1876 fiscal year ate up over 80 percent of everything brought in. 
In Alabama’s third district, administration consumed 71 percent of total 
revenues. In the state of Mississippi, the figure was 57 percent. Outside 
the tobacco districts of Virginia and North Carolina, administrative costs 
stood at 20 percent or more of total revenue in most southern revenue 
districts. In New York State, on the other hand, administrative costs ate 
up less than 5 percent of all revenue. The proportion for the entire North 
was probably a third that of the South. 

Once Reconstruction was abandoned, there was, literally, little for the 
American state to do in the former states of the Confederacy. The region 
was too poor to tax, too thickly settled for frontier administration, too 
capital-starved to participate in the national bank system or financial 
markets, and too underdeveloped to benefit from tariff protection. The 
late-nineteenth-century American state was a state committed to northern 
industrial, financial, and territorial expansion. The one and only asset 
the South brought to that project was cotton, and capitalist markets 
worked quite efficiently to turn the foreign exchange earned by the crop 
into lines of foreign credit and debt servicing bullion without government 
assistance. In order for Republicans to plant a loyalist client group in 
the South they would have needed to create new federal activities that 
would have necessitated a doubling or trebling of the bureaucracy of civil 
administration in the region. When combined with substantially larger 


57. Calculated from revenue and expenditure figures in the 1876 Report of the Secretary 
of the Treasury, Exec. Doc. 2: House of Representatives: 44th Cong., 2nd Sess., Ser. 
Rec. 1752 (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1877), pp. 550-1, 604— 
6. Because they do not include costs associated with auxiliary officials such as U.S. 
commissioners and the federal courts, these calculations considerably understate the 
proportion of all revenue consumed in administration. 
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military garrisons, such an expansion of civil administration would have 
held former Confederate nationalists at bay without massive land redis- 
tribution. However, given existing commitments to northern develop- 
ment and the refusal to restructure the economic basis of southern class 
relations, the required expansion of the administrative apparatus and 
military presence in the South promised a heavy drain on the Treasury 
that would have postponed, if not permanently sidetracked, efforts to 
resume the gold standard in the domestic economy. Heavy subsidization 
of southern loyalists was at best a long-term commitment that seriously 
compromised the interests of major factions of the Republican alliance. 

For all these reasons, Reconstruction slowly wasted away. The process 
suggests why Reconstruction governments in the South so often turned 
to corruption and deficit spending in their efforts to conserve political 
resources and distribute them to potentially supportive clients. Systematic 
corruption displaced resources onto favored social groups despite formal 
arrangements that otherwise would prevent such transfers. By informally 
increasing their personal incomes, corruption also strengthened the au- 
tonomy of government officials from private holders of wealth. Both 
corruption and deficit spending were closely linked to schemes of southern 
railroad expansion. The fiscal starvation of Reconstruction also par- 
tially explains why most patronage positions were denied to blacks, since, 
under the circumstances, southern Republicans had to assume the loyalty 
of the freedman and concentrate patronage on marginal whites.’ Even 
so, not enough loyalist whites could be found to fill up the patronage 
positions that existed and tests of loyalty, such as the “iron-clad” oath, 
had to be weakened or abandoned in the search for a broader Republican 
coalition.®° Under these conditions, proposals for civil service reform 
must have seemed, to southern Republicans fighting Reconstruction’s last 
rear guard battles, an absurd luxury. Merit exams without loyalty oaths 
would have delivered control of civil administration into the hands of 


58. Without central state backing, however, these southern railroads collapsed in the 
depression that followed the 1873 panic. The most complete account is in Mark W. 
Summers, Railroads, Reconstruction, and the Gospel of Prosperity: Aid under the 
Radical Republicans, 1865-1877 (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1984). 

59. For an account of black demands for federal patronage in Georgia - demands that 
went largely unsatisfied — see Edmund L. Drago, Black Politicians and Reconstruction 
in Georgia: A Splendid Failure (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 1982), 
PP. 60-2, 157. 

60. On the lack of loyal, qualified applicants for patronage positions, sec Maddex, Virginia 
Conservatives, p. 73; Garner, Reconstruction in Mississippi, pp. 231-3; Russ, “Reg- 
istration and Disfranchisement under Radical Reconstruction,” pp. 167-9; and the 
comments of a Little Rock, Arkansas, internal revenue collector in “Civil Service of 
the United States,” p. 54. 
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former Confederate nationalists and sabotaged what little remained of 
the effort to plant loyalists in the South. 

While other powerful explanations for failure could also be put forward 
—among them irreducible white racism, northern Republican indifference 
to the fate of their southern wing, and fatal mistakes in political tactics 
— Reconstruction of the South depended ultimately on a choice between 
massive land redistribution and an equally massive, permanent occupa- 
tion of the region accompanied by a much expanded civil administration. 
As the chief architect and guiding force behind central state development 
in the Civil War era, the Republican party chose neither alternative and 
thus doomed the project. 


Confederate congressmen and Yankee generals: 
The post-Reconstruction state 


The end of Reconstruction brought on a rapid resurgence of separatist 
political power that remained the major influence in southern politics 
until just before the end of the century (see Figure 6.1).°' In the first three 
postwar congresses, Union veterans actually outnumbered Confederate 
veterans in the congressional delegations representing the former Con- 
federate states.” By 1871, six years before Hayes assumed the presidency, 
the South was electing roughly twice as many Confederate as Union 
veterans to the U.S. House of Representatives. Though a few former 
rebels crossed over to the Republican party during Reconstruction, almost 
all Confederate veterans were Democrats, and Union veterans were Re- 
publicans.** By 1875, well over half of all southern congressmen had 
fought for the Confederacy and the proportion remained over 50 percent 
until the Populist era. At the peak, 79.5 percent of all southern repre- 
sentatives were former rebel officers or enlisted men. If political officials 
who did not join the army are included (such as Alexander Stephens, the 
Confederacy’s vice-president), former Confederates occupied 83.6 per- 


6r. On the persistence of southern separatism as a cultural form, see Charles Reagan 
Wilson, Baptized in Blood: The Religion of the Lost Cause, 1865-1920 (Athens: 
University of Georgia Press, 1980). 

62. Inthe Thirty-ninth Congress, only Tennessee had been readmitted into the Union, so 
the percentages in Figure 6.1 are based on only eight members. In the Fortieth 
Congress, the southern delegation was also incomplete because Mississippi, Texas, 
and Virginia were still out of the Union. 

63. At the beginning of the Forty-fourth Congress (1875-7), 98 percent of all Confederate 
veterans serving in southern delegations were Democrats. Eighty-nine percent of all 
Union veterans were Republicans. Outside the South, all five Confederate veter- 
ans were border-state Democrats, but only 59 percent of Union veterans were 
Republicans. 


406 Yankee Leviathan 


s 8 


South 


wan 
$36 
TT —T 
~> 


Union -- 
Confederate ——— 


vw Ss 
6.3 3 
T 


Percentage of all seats in the delegation 
Ss 


ai ene Ee n 
39th 43rd 48th S3rd 58th 63rd 68th 71st 
(1865) (1873) (1883) (1893) (1903) (1913) (1923) (1929) 


° 


é 


Nation 


Percentage of all seats 
x 
8 


10 
0 
39th 43rd 48th 53rd 58th 63rd 68th 71st. 
(1865) (1873) (1883) (1893) (1903) (1913) (1923) (1929) 
Congress (Year) 
Figure 6.1 


Confederate and Union veterans serving in the United States House of Representatives: 
The South and the nation, 1865-1929. Source: Calculated from biographical entries in 
Biographical Directory cf the American Congress, 1774-1971 (Washington, D.C.: Gov- 
ernment Printing Office, 1971). Only the first members sworn in from each district in each 
Congress were included. 


cent of all southern seats. This was in the Forty-sixth Congress which 
met following the 1878 elections. By then Union veterans had almost 
disappeared and a southern Democratic caucus in the House of Repre- 
sentatives was both a sectional and a separatist conclave. A decline in 
Confederate dominance did not come until 1893. By this point, even 
enlisted men who had fought for the South in their teens were approach- 
ing fifty years of age. Most former officers were in their seventies or 
eighties, This aging generation was rapidly displaced by younger political 
leaders in the century’s last decade in a transition undoubtedly accelerated 
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by Populist-led agrarian insurgency.“ The last Confederate congressman 
was Charles Stedman of North Carolina, who served as a major under 
Lee in Virginia and died in office in 1930 at the age of eighty-nine. 

The border states of Maryland, Delaware, West Virginia, Kentucky, 
and Missouri also sent significant numbers of Confederate veterans to 
Congress (see Map 6.2). Though former Union officers and enlisted men 
dominated these delegations until the Forty-fourth Congress (not one 
Confederate was even elected until 1871), for the next four decades 
former rebels almost invariably outnumbered Union veterans among 
border-state congressmen. Confederate strength peaked in 1881 when 
former rebels controlled a third of border-state seats and dropped pre- 
cipitously after the 1893 election. Generally speaking, the pattern of 
Confederate political resurgence in the border states matches that of the 
South with a lag of several years and much lower overall proportions. 
Though Union veterans were more competitive in the border states than 
they were in the South, Confederate dominance in these ostensibly loyalist 
former slave states underscores the ambivalent unionism of their residents 
and the crucial role early military occupation played in preventing their 
secession. 

After the end of Reconstruction, almost all Union veterans were elected 
from the North and West but, unlike southern Confederates, were drawn 
from the ranks of both major parties. In the nation as a whole, Union 
veterans usually outnumbered former rebels in the postwar years. In the 
Forty-sixth Congress (1879-81), however, the House of Representatives 
held sixty-seven members who had fought in blue and sixty-eight who 
had served in Confederate gray. The Fifty-second Congress, in which the 
number of Union and Confederate veterans both stood at seventy-one, 
was also an exception. Added together, veterans on both sides of the 
Civil War occupied from 40 to 50 percent of all House seats between 
1877 and 1891. Only in the Fiftieth Congress (1887-89), however, were 
Civil War veterans a majority of the House. As was true of southern 


64, Near the end of Reunion and Reaction, C. Vann Woodward wrote, “In less than a 
year after the Compromise of 1877 an irresistible tide of agrarian radicalism was 
‘sweeping the South out of control of conservative leaders and into alliance with the 
agrarian West” (p. 237). A lot depends on how “agrarian radicalism” and “‘con- 
servative leaders” are defined, but Woodward does seem to suggest that the failure 
of a developmental coalition between former Confederate Whigs and Republicans 
was thwarted by insurgent agrarians. Such a conclusion would have been much more 
appropriate for the early 1890s than in 1878 if only because the coalition thesis was 
so weak in the carlier period and the evidence for agrarian insurgency is so much 
stronger later in the century. In addition, there were very sound reasons for an alliance 

een even “conservative” southern leaders and western “radicals” in that they 
confronted a common foe in rampaging eastern industrial and commercial expan- 
sionism. 
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Confederates, the proportion of Union veterans dropped sharply during 
the Populist era as agrarian insurgency and old age took their toll. Even 
at the turn of the century, however, one in every five members of the 
House of Representatives had done military service during the Civil War. 

With few exceptions, former Confederate veterans and officials were 
sent to Congress from all parts of the South (see Map 6.2). The exceptions 
were the loyalist mountains of east Tennessee and the recently settled 
lowland marsh country of southwest Louisiana.** Confederate congress- 
men were also a prominent feature of the political terrain in the plantation 
districts of Kentucky and Missouri, the remote mountain regions of West 
Virginia, and the industrializing areas near and in Baltimore. Outside of 
the South, Confederates served in Kansas (a Populist congressman elected 
at large) and New York City. After the turn of the century — too late for 
inclusion in this map, Confederate veterans were also elected from Idaho 
(a Populist) and Colorado (a Democrat). Although in smaller proportions 
than Confederates in the South, Union veterans were sent to the House 
from almost every region of the nation between 1865 and 1900 (see Map 
6.3). Largely because they were admitted to the Union comparatively late 
in the period, the western states usually did not send many (aging) Union 
veterans to the House. California, Nevada, and Oregon, however, were 
entitled to representation throughout the postwar period and were no- 
tably reluctant to elect Union veterans. Outside east Tennessee, the spotty 
strength of Union veterans in the South was almost entirely a product 
of the early Reconstruction period. Even during military rule, however, 
portions of most southern states were never represented by former Union 
military men. Lower New England, New Jersey, and central New York 
State were all areas of substantial or at least competitive Republican 
electoral strength, yet were also unlikely to select Union veterans as their 
congressmen. On the whole, the proportion of Union veterans in the 
Northeast delegation ranged from 10 to 20 percent lower than that in 
the Midwest. At no point in the entire period did Union veterans ever 
comprise as much as half of all northern congressmen. 

All of these patterns suggest that Civil War veterans played different 
roles in the two major parties and sections of the nation. Though the 


65. Because congressional district boundaries changed frequently, constituencies were first 
broken down into their counties before recording the military service, if any, of their 
congressman. Since congressional districts, not counties, elected representatives, it is 
possible that a county could regularly vote against Confederate or Union veterans 
and still be represented by them. A good example would be Winston county, Alabama, 
whose Republican ballots were overwhelmed in congressional races by surrounding 
Democratic communities. Thus, only broad patterns permit an inference of separatist 
sentiment from Confederate representation. Unlike Figure 6.1, the small number of 
Confederate officials who did not serve in the military are included in this map. 
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connection must remain unexplored here, Union veterans and pension 
politics probably played a more important role within the Republican 
party organizations of the Midwest than in the Northeast. Eastern con- 
stituencies more concerned with financial policy and the tariff may have 
been less preoccupied with the war service of their congressmen than 
western communities with generally higher proportions of Union veterans 
in their populations. In the North as a whole, veteran status carried an 
implication of sympathy for the cause of pensioners but held a compar- 
atively weak symbolic connection to either sectional or party identity. In 
the South, on the other hand, Confederate service became almost syn- 
onymous with both party and section despite the complete absence of a 
direct clientele connection (Confederate veterans were not eligible for 
federal pensions). Unlike the North, where loyalty to the Union was more 
or less taken for granted and was only loosely connected to war service, 
the South elected Confederate veterans to Congress precisely because 
they had demonstrated a commitment to disunion. The war had been 
lost and the South would not attempt secession again, but the continuing 
strength of separatist sentiment could not have been more dramatically 
demonstrated than by the serried ranks of former rebels who occupied 
the Democratic side of the House chamber. 

The prominence of former Confederates in the Democratic party and 
national political institutions made Republican “bloody-shirt” remon- 
strations more than campaign platitudes. In the Forty-seventh Congress 
(1881-3), for example, Confederate veterans actually held a majority of 
all Democratic seats in the House of Representatives. In several other 
periods, former rebels approached 50 percent of the party. In this era of 
legislative dominance, the probable indifference, if not open hostility, of 
these Confederate veterans to American military security posed a sub- 
stantial challenge to both the leadership of the Democratic party and the 
central state itself.” 

One solution was to pack sensitive congressional committees with 
Union veterans. Almost every Republican who served on the House Mil- 
itary Affairs Committee between 1865 and 1893, for example, had seen 


66. For more discussion of some of these issues, see Richard Franklin Bensel, Sectionalism 
and American Political Development, 1880-1980 (Madison: University of Wisconsin 
Press, 1984), pp. 60-70. 

67. The national leadership of the Democratic party rarely included Confederate veterans 
and the party, both North and South, was often reluctant to put former rebels on 
prominent display. See Woodward, Reunion and Reaction, pp. 142~3; Gambill, Con- 
servative Ordeal, p. 138; Maddex, Virgiia Conservatives, p. 289. On southern op- 
position to modernization of the American military establishment between 1877 and 
1898, see Stephen Skowronek, Building a New American State: The Expansion of 
National Administrative Capacities, 1877-1920 (New York: Cambridge University 
Press, 1982), pp. 98-105. 
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Slave-state representation in the officer corps of the regular army of the United States, 
1791—1902. Percentage of colonels and generals who resided in slave states at the time of 
their initial appointment. Percentages calculated on a five-year moving average. Source: 
Calculated from information in Francis B. Heitman, Historical Register and Dictionary of 
the United States Army, 1789-1903, (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 
1903). 


military service with the Union during the Civil War. More significantly, 
the Democratic party discriminated against Confederates in determining 
the membership of this important panel.®* For most of this period, the 
proportion of Confederates on Military Affairs was smaller than that 
within the Democratic party or the entire House (calculated for Demo- 
crats alone and the entire House membership, respectively). The other 
solution was the denationalization of the officer corps of the U.S. Army 
(see Figure 6.2). Before the Civil War, Southerners had comprised the 
major sectional component of the officer corps, but the command was 
genuinely integrated in regional terms. The secession of the South, the 
resignation of the vast majority of southern officers, and the coincident 


68. These generalizations are based on data collected from the Congressional Directories 
r the respective congresses. 
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rapid expansion of the officer corps to meet the requirements of the Civil 
War all combined to reduce southern share of the command to well un- 
der 10 percent of all officers. There it remained even after the Spanish- 
American War almost forty years later. Undoubtedly, separatist hostility 
to federal occupation of the South during the Civil War and Reconstruc- 
tion must have discouraged many erstwhile southern soldiers from en- 
tering upon a military career, and the hostility of Northerners within the 
army must have meant slower rates of advancement and promotion. The 
most powerful influence was, however, a federal statute that systemati- 
cally discriminated against Southerners for command appointments.” 
The result was that the U.S. Army, the largest and most professional arm 
of the central state, remained a northern army until after the turn of the 
century. As such, control of the military was safely placed well beyond 
the influence of southern separatists as they regained an otherwise sub- 
stantial share of influence over central state policy.”° 


Conclusion 


By formally abandoning Reconstruction of the southern political econ- 
omy, the Compromise of 1877 merely ratified the results of a massive 
process of central state consolidation and adjustment to debilitating stress 
within the Republican party coalition. The most important result of this 
process was the return of local control of the region to former Confederate 
nationalists. With a much larger, permanent military occupation and a 
massive expansion of civil administration in the region, a loyalist party 
could have been sustained. Under those circumstances, a much more 
powerful central state would have been necessary to support the required 
level of political and social intervention. One possible outcome of a 
successful Reconstruction effort might have been the continuation of 
central state expansion in other areas of the national political economy. 
One certain outcome would have been a weaker resurgence of southern 
separatism as a major factor in American political development. All of 
the evidence here connects the failure of Reconstruction to the stalemated 
American state of the late nineteenth century. 


69. In 1866 Congress barred all Confederate veterans from regular commissions in the 
Union army and allocated vacancies in the officer corps among the various states in 
proportion to the number of volunteers from each that served in the northern army 
during the Civil War. The formula, of course, virtually prohibited Southerners from 
rising to command in the postwar period. Edward M. Coffman, The Old Army: A 
Portrait of the American Army in Peacetime, 1784-1898 (New York: Oxford Uni- 
versity Press, 1986), p. 219. 

70. For a review of late-nineteenth-century central state policy that emphasizes the influ- 
ence of sectional competition, see Bensel, Sectionalism and American Political De- 
velopment, pp. 60-103. 
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Another result of the failure of Reconstruction was the retardation of 
southern political and economic development. The American Civil War 
would have retarded southern modernization in any case if only because 
the Union state apparatus was thoroughly imprinted with northern de- 
velopmental policies. As the description of the Reconstruction state in- 
dicates, these policies were either indifferent or openly antithetical to 
southern developmental interests. In fact, both the American Civil War 
and Reconstruction reinforced the sectional division of labor that had 
existed in the antebellum period by widening the disparity between the 
subsequently stagnant southern and accelerating northern economies. 
The failure of Reconstruction further undercut southern modernization 
by knocking the props out from under its one positive development: the 
abolition of slavery and the potential emergence of a free labor market. 
As Reconstruction governments fell one by one across the South, resur- 
gent separatists placed controls on black labor throughout the southern 
plantation economy by enacting legislation and enforcement authority 
for crop liens and labor contracts.’ In combination with other forms of 
discrimination (such as underfunding of education), these measures im- 
mobilized and reduced the productivity of the southern labor force in 
such a way and on such a scale as to retard what little industrialization 
might have occurred under the American state in the late nineteenth 
century. This legislative assault on free black labor may have been in the 
direct interests of plantation owners and country merchants, but a major 
reason for enactment was the erection of economic controls on the po- 
litical behavior of a class allied, from the separatist perspective, with an 
alien power. 

As the foregoing analysis suggests, responsibility for the weak Amer- 
ican state in the late decades of the nineteenth century should not be 
placed on widespread political participation and a robust party system. 
Indeed, as the Civil War and Reconstruction demonstrate, the American 
state could be very strong and could even attempt Reconstruction, a 
project on a scale and an ambition that would have astounded contem- 
porary European regimes. In fact, that strong state was synonymous with 
a robust political party (the Republicans) and rested on wide electoral 
participation (by southern freedmen and poor whites). These were 


Perman, Road to Redemption, pp. 237-63; William Cohen, “Negro Involuntary Ser- 
vitude in the South, 1865~1940: A Preliminary Analysis,” Journal of Southern History 
42 (February 1976): 31-60; Harold D. Woodman, “Post-Civil War Southern Agri- 
culture and the Law,” Agricultural History 53 (January 1979): 319-37; for an ar- 
gument that planters needed governmental action, in the form of crop lien legislation, 
in order to hold and exploit rural labor, see Ralph Shlomowitz, “ ‘Bound’ or ‘Free’?: 
Black Labor in Cotton and Sugarcane Farming, 1865-1880,” Journal of Southern 
History 50 (November 1984): 569-96. 
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strengths, not weaknesses. If the substance and rhetoric of the party 
system seem irrelevant to the building of an administrative state after 
1877, it is because the fundamental issue facing the nation during the 
latter half of the nineteenth century was southern separatism, not the 
economic and social dislocations of northern industrial expansion. In 
that context, the “bloody shirt” tactics of the Republican party were not 
empty slogans addressed to the low-order prejudices of aging soldiers 
but, instead, underscored a fundamental and continuing clash of interests 
within the national political economy. 

One of the ironies of American political development is the way in 
which important parts of national modernization and state expansion 
finally became associated with the underdeveloped South. The irony does 
not appear during the initial, repressive response of the North to southern 
secession. Nor is it yet evident during the Reconstruction era or the 
coincidental state-sponsored nationalization of the market economy. 
Only in the post-Reconstruction period does the modernization of the 
American state become associated with southern demands in the national 
political economy, as the defensive reaction of the agrarian South to 
economic nationalism leads the region’s politicians to support expansion 
of central state administrative and regulatory authority over the industrial 
and financial system of the North. The irony is that the southern sepa- 
ratists who provided the raw political power behind the expansion of 
central state regulatory authority were still in the American political 
system only because they were not allowed a separate nation of their 
own.”* 


72, The best account of the importance of southern congressmen to the development of 
the regulatory powers of the modern American state will be published by Elizabeth 
Sanders, Farmers, Workers, and the State (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 
forthcoming). 
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Southern separatism 
and the class basis 
of American politics 


Emerging from the Civil War and Reconstruction as both agent and 
product of northern economic development, the American state’s close 
identification with the interests of northern industry and finance created 
a political economy in which the South was systematically impoverished. 
Estimates of war devastation within the bounds of the vanquished Con- 
federacy range as high as 40 percent of antebellum wealth, and the 
postwar American state contributed little or no assistance to the rebuild- 
ing of the region.‘ The temporary imposition of cotton excise taxes even 
further depressed what little recovery occurred in the years immediately 
after the war. Over the longer term, the operation of the tariff, military 
pension disbursements, Treasury debt and money policies, transportation 
subsidies, and the concentration of federal services and employees in the 
North all contributed to a massive redistribution of wealth out of the 
South into northern industrial and westward expansion. The systemic 
impact of these policies reinforced the already significant advantages the 
North possessed in the national marketplace. The South’s weak position 
in the national political economy was most evident in the structure and 
operation of the financial system.* Charter restrictions on entry into the 


1. James L. Sellers estimated that the war destroyed 43 percent of all southern wealth 
(excluding the prewar value of slaves), including 32 percent of all horses, 30 percent 
of the region’s mules, 35 percent of the cattle, zo percent of all sheep, and 42 percent 
‘of the swine between 1860 and 1866. Restocking the agricultural economy was a 
“slow process” in which eight of eleven southern states still could not match prewar 
(1860) levels of livestock valuation in 1900. “The Economic Incidence of the Civil 
ie in the South,” Mississippi Valley Historical Review 14 (September 1927): 179- 

Also see Claudia G. Goldin and Frank D. Lewis, “The Economic Cost of the 

‘American Civil War: Estimates and Implications,” Journal of Economic History 35 
(June 1975): 299-326; Albert W. Niemi, Jr., U.S. Economic History: A Survey of the 
Major Issues (Chicago: Rand McNally, 1975), pp. 166-70; Willard Range, A Century 
of Georgia Agriculture, 850-1950 (Athens: University of Georgia Press, 1954), 
PP. 61-74. 

2. For example, Mark Aldrich has argued that greenback/gold transactions in foreign 
exchange, heavy importations of capital from abroad (primarily for railroad invest- 
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national bank system, for example, retarded bank formation in peripheral 
agricultural regions, while reserve requirements promoted the consoli- 
dation of capital in national financial centers, where it accelerated in- 
dustrial expansion. Destruction of the southern banking system with the 
fall of the Confederate government also contributed to the underdevel- 
opment of the southern economy and the rise of debt peonage as the 
major form of labor organization in cash crop agriculture. The lagging 
convergence between interest rates in the South and the remainder of the 
nation suggests that the destruction of southern banks severely retarded 
the region’s integration into national finance markets and that the war’s 
impact could be felt as late as 1914.” 

The forced integration of the plantation system into the American 
political economy meant that the higher level functions of capital for- 
mation and technologically advanced production would be performed 
outside the South in the core regions of the Northeast and Midwest.* 
During the Civil War, the Confederate mobilization stimulated industrial 
and commercial expansion in southern cities such as Richmond, Augusta, 
Columbus, and Nashville. Under southern independence, these cities 
would have continued to develop core characteristics as the coordinators 
of the southern economy and primary mediating agents between cotton 
production on the plantation and marketing in the world economy. With 


ment), and a Treasury policy to resume specie payments combined in the marketplace 
to significantly reduce the value of cotton exports (relative to other sectors of the 
domestic economy), thus retarding the South’s recovery from the war. “Flexible Ex- 
change Rates, Northern Expansion, and the Market for Southern Cotton: 1866-1879,” 
Journal of Economic History 33 (June 1973): 399-416. 

3. Richard Sylla, “Federal Policy, Banking Market Structure, and Capital Mobilization 
in the United States, 1863-1913,” Journal of Economic History 29 (December 1969): 
657-86; Roger L. Ransom and Richard Sutch, “Debt Peonage in the Cotton South 
after the Civil War,” Journal of Economic History 32 (September 1972): 641-69 and 
One Kind of Freedom: The Economic Consequences of Emancipation (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 1977), ch. 6; Lance E. Davis, “The Investment Market, 
1870-1914: The Evolution of a National Market,” Journal of Economic History 25 
(September 1965): 355-99; B. Michael Pritchett, “Northern Institutions in Southern 
Financial History: A Note on Insurance Investments,” Journal of Southern History 41 
(August 1975): 391-96. 

4. For a discussion of the resumption of the cotton trade through New York City and 
the reintegration of the South into the national and world economies as a quasicolonial, 
dependent region, see Harold D. Woodman, King Cotton and His Retainers: Financing 
and Marketing the Cotton Crop of the South, 800-1925 (Lexington: University of 
Kentucky Press, 1968), pp. 246-53, 345-59; also see, George Ruble Woolfolk, The 
Cotton Regency: The Northern Merchants and Reconstruction, 1865~1880 (New 
York: Octagon Books, 1979; reprint of a 1958 edition). For evidence that the re- 
sumption of political ties and the “very process by which the post-Civil War North 
and West developed ... hampered the South’s recovery from the war,” see Aldrich, 
“Flexible Exchange Rates, Northern Expansion, and the Market for Southern Cotton”; 
also, George L. Anderson, “The South and Problems of Post-Civil War Finance,” 
Journal of Southern History 9 (May 1943): 185. 
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postwar reunification, southern cities were again relegated to secondary 
roles as marketplace crossroads and gathering places for bulk commodity 
exports. With reference to the South, then, the net impact of the American 
Civil War was a severe retardation of economic development, which was, 
in turn, a major contributing factor in the relative demodernization of 
the region in the last decades of the century.’ 

Though mobilization diverted resources from expansion, the northern 
economy still grew during the American Civil War and, unlike the South, 
emerged almost unscathed.° The real acceleration in northern economic 
growth, however, came after the conflict ended and the war had trans- 
formed the American state into the coordinating agent of northern 
development. State agencies such as the national bank system and gov- 
ernment subsidies to railroad construction and waterway improvements 
promoted the formation of national markets in almost every economic 
field. The concentration of capital in the Northeast meant that only the 
North would be able to exploit the opportunities thus created; national 
market formation meant northeastern penetration of southern and west- 
ern periphery economies. The American state, in fact, served as a major 
barrier to periphery attempts to regulate the giant industrial and financial 
combinations that flourished in the late nineteenth century. In addition, 
the North benefited from the massive redistribution of wealth that inhered 
in tariff protection and federal programs generally. 

Underlying all of these factors was the forced integration of the plan- 
tation system into the American political economy. Because the South 
was in the Union, the core regions and sectors of the North were larger 
than they would have otherwise been and the interregional division of 
labor was more pronounced. Reunion meant that higher functions such 


5. On the persistence of southern economic underdevelopment until and beyond 1900, 
see Morton Rothstein, “The New South and the International Economy,” Agricultural 
History 57 (October 1983): 385-402; C. Vann Woodward, Origins of the New South, 
1877-1913 (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 1951), pp. 291-321. The 
South’s colonial relationship to the North in the postwar economy was, for example, 
30 pronounced that northeastern and midwestern commercial interests were able to 
purchase some 85 percent of the more than 2.5 million acres of public land sold in 
lots of 5,000 or larger in Louisiana and Mississippi between 1880 and 1888, Purchases 
by outside interests were smaller in other southern states but still amounted to a quarter 
‘or more of sales. Paul Gates, “Federal Land Policy in the South, 1866-1888,” Journal 
of Southern History 6 (August 1940): 303-30. 

6. The major exception was the northern merchant marine. Confederate raiders on the 
high seas caused higher insurance premiums to be placed on Union vessels and thus 
put them at a competitive disadvantage with foreign flag carriers. As a result, the 
merchant marine was largely transferred to foreign ownership during the war and, for 
other reasons, never recovered afterward. George W. Dalzell, The Flight from the Flag: 
The Continuing Effect of the Civil War upon the American Carrying Trade (Chapel 
Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1940), pp. 237-62. 
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as the mediation of cotton production in the world economy would be 
performed in New York City as opposed to Savannah, Galveston, and 
New Orleans. Reunion also meant that southern markets would subsidize 
industrial expansion in Pittsburgh as opposed to Richmond. Because the 
South was compelled to foot a major share of the bill associated with 
northern industrialization, western agrarians tolerated the increasing con- 
solidation of eastern economic power for a much longer time than prob- 
ably would have been the case had the South won independence. Without 
the redistribution of wealth out of the South and without the foreign 
exchange earned from cotton exports, the burdens associated with north- 
eastern capital accumulation and industrialization would have fallen 
much more heavily on the agrarian West. Assuming that the West would 
not have borne these heavier costs without protest, southern secession 
would have split the developmental alliance of western agrarians and 
northeastern capital. With the South in the Union, western resistance to 
the rise of giant corporate institutions and national market facilitation 
was muted and the American state not only did not constrain but, indeed, 
promoted capital consolidation. For all these reasons, then, the American 
Civil War significantly accelerated the modernization of the northern 
political economy.” 

The conflict’s starkly contrasting impact upon northern and southern 
development must be viewed in comparison with what might have re- 
sulted had the Confederacy won the war. A victorious South, for example, 
would have developed and modernized at a faster pace than actually 
occurred within the Union, and northern development would have been 
retarded. The conclusions drawn from this comparison are different, 
however, from those that might be reached by contrasting sectional tra- 
jectories if the war had never been fought at all. Given the huge ex- 
penditures associated with both the Confederate and Union war 
mobilizations, the loss of life and labor productivity resulting from the 
vast number of casualties, and widespread property destruction in south- 


7. For colorful but theoretically unsatisfying accounts of the impact of the American Civil 
War on northern economic development and the rise of the giant industrial corporation, 
see Charles A. Beard and Mary R. Beard, The Rise of American Civilization (New 
York: Macmillan, 1930), vol. 2, chs. 18 and 20, and Louis M. Hacker, The Triumph 
of American Capitalism (New York: Columbia University Press, 1940), chs. 25 and 
26. Opponents of this school have sometimes described a Beardian theory much more 
elaborate and, ironically, internally coherent than the original texts can support. See, 
for example, Irwin Unger, The Greenback Era: A Social and Political History of 
American Finance, 1865-1879 (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1966), 
pp. 3-9. For a more balanced evaluation of the impact of the Civil War that still calls 
the conflict a limited “triumph of industrial capital interests,” see Roger L. Ransom, 
Conflict and Compromise: The Political Economy of Slavery, Emancipation, and the 
American Civil War (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1989), pp. 253-84. 
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ern military theaters, both the North and South probably would have 
developed more rapidly if the war had not been fought, regardless of 
whether or not the South had separated from the Union.* This conclusion 
is clearly easier to reach for the South, because most of the destruction 
took place in that section.’ For the North, the comparison is complicated 
by the redistribution of wealth from the South in the postwar period, 
which to some extent compensated for the cost of the Union mobilization, 
and by the economies of scale that a larger national market conferred 
on northern industrial and financial corporations.'® The latter consid- 
eration emerges as a major factor if southern secession is seen as but the 
first stage of a general breakup of the northern Union (see Chapter 2). 
From that perspective, a failure to suppress the South might have pro- 
duced a fragmentation of the American political economy that would 
have retarded overall economic development to such a serious extent that 
prosecution of the war made sense for the North as a long-term, balance- 
sheet calculation. Given the southern orientation to world commodity 
markets and lack of industrial and financial capacity, on the other hand, 
the South might actually have benefited from a division of the antebellum 
Union into three or more new nations. Because the South, for the most 


8. Goldin and Lewis, ““The Economic Cost of the American Civil War,” p. 322. 

9. Ransom and Sutch have contended that, as was the case with German and Japanese 
recovery after the Second World War, southern recovery from the Civil War's immense 
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underdevelopment in the decades following 1880. One Kind of Freedom, pp. 41, 
324n. Their argument must, however, be amended in several respects. In the first 
place, postwar Germany and Japan were the recipients of massive American aid which, 
in part, assisted their rapid recoveries. In sharp contrast, the post-Civil War South 
received no recovery aid and was even further devastated through the operation of 
the Union political economy. In the second place, sovereign nations, regardless of 
their relative weakness, are better able to establish and direct their own financial 
systems than integrated, dependent regions. Sovereignty, for example, appears to be 
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of investment played an important role. See, for example, Chalmers Johnson, MITI 
and the Japanese Miracle: The Growth of Industrial Policy, 1925-1975 (Stanford, 
Calif.: Stanford University Press, 1982). Finally, investment in rebuilding the South 
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particularly in the huge agricultural sector, the reestablishment of production and 
the repair of supporting infrastructure absorbed what little capital survived the war 
itself. And Ransom and Sutch cite capital impoverishment as the major cause of the 
development of debt peonage as the dominant form of labor organization in the 
postwar economy which, in turn, they blame for subsequent underdevelopment. Thus 
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part, relied upon world (not national) markets for cotton, breaking up 
the Union would not have damaged the position of the region in the 
world economy but, instead, would have allowed the South to erect 
political barriers to predatory northeastern economic penetration. 

For the nation as a whole, Union victory in the American Civil War 
probably accelerated economic expansion over what would have taken 
place if the South had won independence. The subsequent retardation of 
southern development was more than offset by the acceleration of north- 
ern growth and the exploitation of scale economies permitted in a con- 
solidated American market. In addition, the presence of the South in the 
national political economy almost certainly facilitated the continuing 
dominance of the Republican party as the agent of northern and, by 
implication, American modernization. The exploitation of the southern 
economy, for example, permitted the party to expand military pensions 
as a partial compensation to western agrarians for tariff protection of 
eastern industry. Pensions, homestead land settlement, and federal sub- 
sidies to railroad construction all worked to delay the revolt of western 
agrarians against the tariff, the gold standard, and unrestrained industrial 
consolidation. 

Even more important, the cross-sectional inversion of class alignments 
of the two major parties made the emergence of coherent lower class 
claims difficult, if not impossible, in the national political arena. Class 
alignments were inverted because, in the North, the Republican party 
represented industrial and financial elites, while the Democrats drew 
support from immigrant workers and subsistence farmers but, in the 
South the Republicans were aligned with freedmen and poor mountain 
whites and the Democratic party was heavily influenced by the plantation 
elite.'* This cross-sectional inversion of class alignments made the artic- 
ulation of coherent class claims (consistent across the entire nation) im- 
practical in national politics, because an attack on economic privilege 
could only be made by sacrificing the elite interests of one of the two 
major parties."* 

With respect to the impact of the Civil War on modernization, one of 


11. For a description of the American party system following the Civil War that empha- 
sizes differences in class alignments within the North and South, see Richard Franklin 
Bensel, Sectionalism and American Political Development, 1880-1980 (Madison: 
University of Wisconsin Press, 1984), pp. 368-402. 

12, Note that these party coalitions were “incoherent” only within a developmental 
interpretation that emphasizes national class conflict between capital and labor as 
the primary driving force behind political change. If the party system is viewed, 
instead, as fundamentally oriented toward the process of American state formation 
and derivative southern separatist claims, the regional class structures of the two 
parties can be easily interpreted in terms of the political economic commitments of 
the central state and the existence or aksence of associated client groups. 
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the most important outcomes was to propel the Republican party into 
its subsequent role as the major political agent of economic development, 
a role already evident in the legislative struggles of the last antebellum 
congresses. The Republicans and the American state so thoroughly in- 
habited by their party organization carried out the fundamental task of 
American political development: the successful repression of southern 
separatism. The party then effectively pursued the important but sec- 
ondary goals of the formation of national markets for commercial trans- 
actions and investment, the facilitation of links between American finance 
capital and European credit markets (for example, through a gradual 
return to the gold standard), and successful opposition to proposals for 
central state regulation of economic activity (particularly rail movement 
of agricultural commodities) and corporate consolidation."* All of these 
positions contributed to the development of national markets, massive 
corporate mobilization of resources and investment reserves, and a 
strengthening of the position of nationalist elements in the political econ- 
omy. On the other hand, the two most significant failings of the Repub- 
lican party from a developmental perspective were its continuing reliance 
on patronage and on corruption. 

Of the two, patronage was the less objectionable since the practice of 
political appointment to federal office was a state-enhancing asset during 
the Civil War and Reconstruction periods. During the war, loyalty to 
the Union could not be assumed within large sections of the North and 
the appointment of Republican partisans to office ensured Union loyalty. 


13. Given the fact that most of the political support for economic regulation originated 
in southern and western hostility to corporate consolidation, Republican opposition 
to government activity in this area should be seen as “modernizing” because, if 
successful, periphery resistance to consolidation and integration into national markets 
would have promoted parochial fragmentation. Under different circumstances (par- 
ticularly under the auspices of a core intelligentsia more concerned with the coor- 
dination of corporate capacity than with its dismantlement), most scholars might 
view central state regulation differently. See, for example, Stephen Skowronek, Build- 
ing a New American State: The Expansion of National Administrative Capacities, 
1877-1920 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1982), pp. 248-9. Among the 
many definitions that might be adopted in this discussion, the following one seems 
most appropriate: “Modernization may refer to such varied but related innovations 
as the impersonalization of relationships, the crosion of traditional local or parochial 
loyalties and the rise of more cosmopolitan identities, the specialization and syn- 
chronization of economic activities, and the growth of a national social structure that 
embodies a transfer of social, political, and economic authority from local to central 
levels which can coordinate massive activities in a presumably rational manner.” 
Michael J. Cassity, “Modernization and Social Crisis: The Knights of Labor and a 
Midwest Community, 1885-1886,” Journal of American History 66 (June 1979): 
41. Also see, Morton Keller, Affairs of State: Public Life in Late Nineteenth Century 
America (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1977). Here, of course, we 
are drawing a sharp distinction between economic and political modernization (also 
see the discussion of the Civil War and modernization in Chapter 1). 
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During Reconstruction, any merit-based system would have handed over 
southern branches of the state apparatus to disaffected former Confed- 
erates, because there were not enough qualified southern Republicans to 
fill federal posts. After Reconstruction was abandoned, however, pa- 
tronage appointments no longer strengthened the foundations of state 
authority beyond the superficial reinforcement of Republican organiza- 
tional strength. With the rebirth of a competitive Democratic party, in 
fact, continued reliance upon patronage appointments increasingly im- 
paired administrative capacity by preventing the emergence of an inde- 
pendent state bureaucracy that might have been able to play the two 
major parties off each other. For example, a Democratic victory in a 
presidential election could wipe out the institutional memory of career 
Republican appointees, replacing them with inexperienced Democrats.'* 
By 1877, the increasing inability of the Republican party to win every 
election and the declining threat of renewed civil war should have shifted 
statist strategy from patronage to civil service recruitment of federal 
employees. Republican corruption can be traced to the long dominance 
of the party organization in national politics during the Civil War and 
Reconstruction periods and the close association of railroads and gov- 
ernment contractors with the interests of the American party-state. The 
informal redistribution of government largess between allied groups 
within the Republican coalition appears to have contributed little, if 
anything, to overall political development. 

The Democratic party was the agent of resistance to American political 
development. Cloaked in a states’ rights ideology, southern separatism 
became the dominant element in the party, but the Democrats also rep- 
resented a wide range of northern groups opposed to central state di- 
rection and subsidization of economic expansion. However, the existence 
of a competitive Democratic party — as long as it lost most elections — 
benefited political development in several ways. First, as a critic of Re- 
publican patronage appointment practices, the Democratic party became 
a participant in a political dynamic by which civil service standards were 
steadily expanded and the central state bureaucracy became profession- 
alized.'’ Both public exposure of patronage abuse and the enrollment of 
party appointees into the civil service just before a defeated administration 
left office contributed to a process by which partisan motives ultimately 


14. In a seriously divided political system with a single dominant party almost always 
controlling the state, patronage appointments may be almost as effective as a merit- 
based civil service in strengthening central state authority and administrative capacity. 
In such a system, national unity (not bureaucratic autonomy) should have higher 
priority among state-building agents. 
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underpinned the emergence of (limited) bureaucratic autonomy." Simi- 
larly, Democratic exposure and criticism tended to limit the extent of 
Republican involvement in corrupt transactions with allied, private 
interests. 


Separatism, party alignments, and social democracy 


Southern separatism, the inverted class alignment in cross-sectional party 
competition, and the role of the Republican party as the agent of northern 
economic development all had profound implications for the course of 
subsequent American state development, particularly the comparative 
failure of social-democratic party organizations in the United States and 
the anemic expansion of national social welfare policies.'” In this area, 
the two questions that have preoccupied both social scientists and his- 
torians are why a socialist vision never emerged as a realistic alternative 
in American politics and why American labor has had so little political 
influence. Most answers to these questions have emphasized either in- 
ternal divisions within the American working class or the hegemonic 
influence of an ideological worldview hostile to the exercise of govern- 
mental authority and friendly to capitalist marketplace relations. As a 
consequence, these approaches have either focused on the social devel- 
opment of northern working-class communities or relied on a conception 
of American society that stressed national homogeneity and unity.'* Both 
perspectives pay little attention to regional differentiation within the 
United States. In the first case, the answer was assumed to lie exclusively 
within the peculiar formation of the American working class, and other 
features of the political economy were believed to be of, at most, sec- 
ondary importance. In the second, the inhibition of political conflict 


16. Ari Hoogenboom, Outlawing the Spoils: A History of the Civil Service Reform Move- 
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States in his “Urban Working-Class Political Behavior and Theories of American 
Electoral Politics, 1870-1940,” Journal of American History 75 (March 1988): 1257— 
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between labor and capital has often been attributed to an ideological or 
cultural hegemony in which socialist visions of societal organization could 
not emerge because most Americans just could not conceive of alternative 
developmental paths.’? The latter interpretation appears most powerful 
when all internal variation, not just differences within industrial com- 
munities, is downplayed. 

The major problem with both explanations is that they fail to recognize 
that the United States in the late nineteenth century was really two nations 
joined together by force of arms. The upper classes of the United States 
were deeply divided into two branches with almost entirely conflicting 
interests within the national political economy. On the one hand, the 
northern industrial and financial elite was committed to the exploitation 
of its dominant position in the nation and to the suppression of southern 
separatism. The primary vehicle for its interests was, of course, the Re- 
publican party. On the other hand, the plantation elite, even in defeat, 
was committed to maintaining its dominant position in the southern 
political economy, to resisting northern economic exploitation and in- 
tegration into national markets generally, and to promoting the devel- 
opment of formal political structures that could underpin sectional 
autonomy. 

This deep division within the American elite produced the previously 
described inverted class basis of the great national parties as each or- 
ganization attempted to exploit class divisions within the other party’s 
regional base. Thus, the Republican party joined northern economic elites 
to southern freedmen and native-born northern labor, and the Democrats 
combined plantation owners and immigrant workers. This schism within 
the American upper class was the primary problem facing American state- 
builders in the late nineteenth century and carried serious implications 
for political stability and social integration. The Civil War was only the 
clearest expression of the potential impact of upper class schism on Amer- 
ican political development. Seen from this perspective, the social dislo- 
cation that accompanied industrialization — often emphasized as a 
potential contributing factor in the emergence of a social democratic 
party — was of secondary importance.*° This interpretation is not intended 


19. On these two general explanations, see Eric Foner, “Why Is There No Socialism in 
the United States?,” History Workshop 17 (Spring 1984): 63-7. For other plausible 
causes of social democratic weakness, see Seymour Martin Lipset, “Why No Socialism 
in the United States2,” in Seweryn Bailer and Sophia Sluzar, eds., Sources of Con- 
temporary Radicalism (Boulder, Colo.: Westview, 1977), p. 88. 

20. David Shannon, for example, traces the origins of the American Socialist party to 
“the social and economic conditions created by the mushrooming industrialism of 
America after the Civil War.”” The Socialist Party of America: A History (New York: 
Macmillan, 1955), p. 2. 


426 Yankee Leviathan 


to denigrate the harsh impact of industrialization throughout the northern 
manufacturing belt, but it does recognize that this source of social and 
political stress was not the primary factor behind the alignment of party 
competition or the trajectory of American state development. 

A social-democratic party can be defined as a political organization 
dedicated to the regulation or socialization of capitalist enterprise with 
an intention to redistribute wealth to the lower classes of society and to 
insulate those classes from some of the debilitating features of open 
market competition. Such a social-democratic party could have emerged 
as a major force in American politics in one of two ways: through capture 
of one of the two national parties or by replacing either the Democrats 
or Republicans as one of the two major party organizations. Capture of 
the Republican party by an insurgent, social-democratic coalition was 
never plausible even as hypothetical speculation. The party in the late 
nineteenth century was solidly entrenched in the national political econ- 
omy as a vehicle of elite interests in tariff protection, the operation of 
financial markets, and the subsidization of railroad expansion. For allies, 
the party was able to attract marginal, middle- and lower strata support 
throughout the North through the distribution of patronage appoint- 
ments, military pensions, and the establishment of land grant colleges. 
In the South, the party enjoyed the near universal backing of the black 
community. As the tariff and other Civil War era features of the American 
political economy became increasingly less important in the early decades 
of the twentieth century, the Republicans broadened their appeal by 
giving at least superficial support to “progressive” reform.*' But even 
Theodore Roosevelt cannot be considered a social democrat and Robert 
LaFollette, who could be, was never a serious contender for party lead- 
ership. 

Capture was much more plausible in the Democratic party. For one 
thing, the southern plantation elite was much weaker vis-a-vis the party’s 
northern, lower class wing than the Republican industrialists and finan- 
ciers were in relation to southern freedmen. For another, agrarian resis- 


21. One of the causes of the deterioration of the Civil War political economy was the 
increasing competitiveness of American industry and manufacturing in world markets. 
Exports of American manufactured goods to Europe took off in the last years of the 
nineteenth century, rising from 7.4 (1895) to 15.5 (1910) as a percentage of all United 
States exports to Europe. Matthew Simon and David E. Novack, “Some Dimensions 
of the American Commercial Invasion of Europe, 1871-1914: An Introductory Es- 
say,” Journal of Economic History 24 (December 1964): 591-605. Also see R. A. 
Church, “The Effect of the American Export Invasion on the British Boot and Shoe 
Industry, 1885-1914,” Journal of Economic History 28 (June 1968): 223-54. As 
American industry became more competitive in world markets, fewer sectors of the 
economy were dependent on tariff protection and one of the most important devel- 
opmental policies of the Republican party lost much of its popular appeal. 


Southern separatism and American politics 427 


tance to industrialization created a much wider community of interests 
between western and southern farmers (including plantation owners) 
than the Republican developmental program ever produced between 
southern freedmen and northern industrial labor. Within the Democratic 
party, agrarian insurgency could attract western farmers in areas that 
were marginally productive or vulnerable to transportation monopolies; 
southern sharecroppers and tenant farmers producing for world markets; 
and the plantation elite, which was also highly vulnerable to the Repub- 
lican developmental program. These groups came together behind the 
Bryan presidential campaigns of 1896 and 1900 but, even though Bryan’s 
coalition inherited much of the Populist party’s strength, the Democratic 
platforms of those years tended to stress monetary reform and gave only 
a passing nod to other proposals for central state intervention in national 
markets.** 

The Populist party organization of the 1890s fell within the penumbra 
of our definition of a social-democratic party because of the redistributive 
potential of the substitution of silver for gold as the nation’s monetary 
standard, proposed socialization of the marketing and transport of ag- 
ricultural commodities, and the favorable attitude of the party toward 
the regulation of working conditions and organizational rights for in- 
dustrial labor."* The Socialist party of the early twentieth century 
advocated an even more explicit and comprehensive program of red 
tribution and socialization. As formal party organizations, the Populists 
were a stronger but less permanent force in national politics. James 
Weaver, the party’s candidate in 1892, drew 8.7 percent of the popular 
vote and carried four states with twenty electoral votes. (Two more 
electoral votes were cast for Weaver by electors who won election on 
fusion tickets in North Dakota and Oregon.) In addition, eight Populists 
were elected to the United States House of Representatives and more 
than 1,500 Populists won local offices across the nation.*4 Four years 
later, however, the organization was almost entirely absorbed by the 
Democratic party. The Socialist party had a more lasting presence in 
American politics but peaked in 1912 with only 6 percent of the popular 


22. By the beginning of the Progressive Era, however, both agrarians and labor had joined 
forces within the Democratic party behind a much more assertive program of central 
state regulation and controls. For a description, see Elizabeth Sanders, “Farmers, 
Workers and State Expansion in the Progressive Era,” Center for Studies of Social 
Change Working Paper no. 72 (July 1988). 

23. Lipset has called the Populist movement ‘the most sustained and successful effort to 
build a left third party which appealed to farmers and workers.” “Why No Socialism,” 


p. 61. 

24. John D. Hicks, The Populist Revolt: A History of the Farmers’ Alliance and the 
People’s Party (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1961; reprint of a 1931 edi- 
tion), p. 267. 
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vote and never carried a state. Though other third-party efforts, such as 
Robert LaFollette’s Progressive campaign in 1924, might also be men- 
tioned, the Populist and Socialist parties represent the two most important 
and plausible attempts to establish a social-democratic organization as 
a major force in national politics. 

The failure of these independent organizations and insurgent efforts 
to capture one of the two major parties was, from a political-economy 
perspective, a result of the patterning of wealth redistribution and capital 
accumulation in the United States. In order to understand why this was 
the case, a distinction must be made between interregional and intrare- 
gional redistribution. In the late nineteenth century, interregional redis- 
tribution drained wealth from the southern and, to a lesser extent, western 
periphery into the northeastern and midwestern core. The larger part of 
this redistribution took place through the normal, automatic operation 
of a market economy in which higher level financial and technologically 
advanced sectors held a strong strategic advantage over commodity pro- 
duction in agriculture or industrial raw materials. Within the national 
political economy, it was the struggle over interregional wealth redistri- 
bution — the direction and flow enhanced by a wide range of central state 
policies — that attracted industrial workers to the Republican party (as 
in the 1896 campaign) and southern yeomen to the Democratic party (as 
in the Reconstruction period).** Simply put, political conflict over in- 


25. Leon Fink has described the “pivotal presidential campaign of 1896” as pitting “the 
forces of producer republicanism against a Supreme Court mindful of the security of 
corporate and finance capital. Indeed, perhaps more radical than any economic 
changes chat William Jennings Bryan’s Populist-Democratic forces proposed were the 
Democrats’ platform commitments promising an end to ‘government by injunction,” 
proposing jury trials in all contempt cases, opposing life tenure for federal officials, 
and even suggesting ‘reconstituting’ (adding new members to) the Supreme Cou 
“Labor, Liberty, and the Law: Trade Unionism and and the Problem of the American 
Constitutional Order,” Journal of American History 74 (December 1987): 913. While 
Fink downplays the importance of monetary issues in the campaign, his emphasis on 
the open appeal of “producer republicans” for labor support in a crusade against 
their common enemy (eastern capital) makes all the more paradoxical the widespread 
labor support enjoyed by the Republican party in 1896. James L. Huston has recently 
argued that the “Republicans... realized that industrialization had upset the lower 
working class. In the establishment of the high tariff policy during the Civil War and 
the maintenance of the policy in the years thereafter, the Republicans became the 
first political party to wield consciously the power of the federal government in order 
to smooth over some of the social dislocations generated by the industrial revolution.” 
“A Political Response to Industrialism: The Republican Embrace of Protectionist 
Labor Doctrines,” Journal of American History 70 (June 1983): 35-57. What Huston 
does not say is that the ameliorating impact of the tariff was achieved by displacing 
some of the cost of industrialization onto the agrarian periphery, particularly the 
cotton-exporting South. For iron workers’ support for a high protective tariff, see 
John Jarrett, “The Story of the Iron Workers,” in George E. McNeill, ed., The Labor 


Southern separatism and American politics 429 


terregional wealth redistribution tended to efface class divisions within 
both the core and periphery regions of the United States.** 

Within both the northern core and southern periphery, however, in- 
traregional conflict over income shares tended to aggravate class-based 
political divisions. While northern capitalists and workers agreed on the 
broad outlines of interregional redistribution (from the agrarian South 
and West to industrial Northeast and Midwest), the sharing of that 
appropriated wealth between capital and labor produced intense intrare- 
gional class divisions, with the Republicans tending to represent capital 
and the Democrats, labor. However, because interregional redistribution 
was the dominant force shaping the political system, most of the energy 
generated by contests over intraregional income shares could not find an 
outlet in party competition and spun off into largely nonpartisan, apo- 
litical, strike activity.*” 

Intraregional conflict over income shares in the South was most intense 
between black sharecroppers and tenant farmers, on one side, and plan- 
tation owners and merchants, on the other. Historical racial divisions 


Movement: The Problem of Today (Boston: A. M. Bridgman, 1887), pp. 287-9, 
310-11. 

26. Gary Marks has recently argued that a broad-based working-class party did not 
emerge in the United States because the structure of the two-party system strongly 
discouraged third-party insurgencies and thus prevented the development of an in- 
dependent political base for a national labor party. Unions in Politics: Britain, Ger- 
many, and the United States in the Nineteenth and Early Twentieth Centuries 
(Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1989), pp. 217-25, 232-4. While his 
argument correctly notes the inhibiting impact of the electoral system on the emer- 
gence of new national parties, his case is weakened by the fact that the Republican 
party, under the same electoral system, did replace the Whig organization as a major 
contender for national power. As the Republican experience demonstrated, even under 
a “winner-take-all” electoral system, insurgent movements can develop into major 
parties if they represent massive social forces in the political economy. The problem 
for labor parties in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries was that their 
response to the process of industrialization was ultimately a less salient force in 
‘American political development than the interregional conflicts engendered by north- 
‘ern economic expansion and southern separatism, around which the two-party system 
continued to be organized. 

27. As Foner puts it, “what needs to be explained is the coexistence in American history 
‘of workplace militancy and a politics organized around non-ideological parties ap- 
pealing to broad coalitions.” “Why Is There No Socialism?” p. 59. Also see, Leon 
Fink, Workingmen’s Democracy: The Knights of Labor and American Politics (Ur- 
bana: University of Illinois Press, 1983), >. xi; John Laslett, “Reflections on the Failure 
of Socialism in the American Federation of Labor,” Journal of American History 50 
(March 1964): 651. In a few states along the border dividing the manufacturing belt 
and the agrarian periphery, insurgent alliances between labor and farmers did develop 
in the early twentieth century. See Richard M. Valelly, Radicalism in the States: The 
Minnesota Farmer-Labor Party and the American Political Economy (Chicago: Uni- 
versity of Chicago Press, 1989). 
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and slavery were important factors in determining the intensity of this 
competition, but this race alignment in the plantation economy also 
overlay the cleavage between Union loyalists and Confederate separatists. 
Although blacks were tied to the Republicans because of the party’s role 
as a guarantor of civil and political rights (albeit an inadequate one), the 
inevitable result of their alliance with northern Republicans was that 
southern blacks were seen as the pliable allies of those who directed 
northern economic and political exploitation of the South.** Another 
difficulty was the fact that white subsistence farmers and small land- 
owning producers had interests less antagonistic to those of the plantation 
elite. While black sharecroppers and plantation owners struggled over 
their respective shares of the land’s harvest, the plantation elite and small 
white landowners shared a common antipathy toward the interregional 
redistributive policies of Republican nationalists.*? Yet another barrier 
to cooperation between blacks and poor whites grew out of the economic 
dependence of blacks on white landowners and merchants; blacks were 
often intimidated by threats of economic retaliation into supporting can- 
didates backed by the bourbon elite. Thus, left alone, blacks overwhelm- 
ingly supported the Republican party and, where intimidation was 
successful, provided votes for upper class whites. 

Both the alignment of blacks with the Republican party and their 
vulnerability to intimidation tended to delegitimate black political par- 
ticipation in the eyes of poor whites. In fact, many poor whites acquiesced 
in the disfranchisement of a large part of their own ranks in the consti- 
tutional conventions of the late nineteenth century in order to push blacks 
out of the electorate. Thus, the complex politics of disfranchisement, in 
which many poor whites were often indifferent toward or even supported 
suffrage restrictions, recognized a perverse reality — a reality in which 
deep divisions within the American upper class and cross-sectional class 
inversion in major party competition retarded social-democratic cam- 


paigns.*° 


28. On widespread southern white interpretation of Republican regimes as alien govern- 
ments imposed by an outside power and their supporting black constituencies as 
illegitimate participants in the political process, see Eric Foner, Reconstruction: Amer- 
ica’s Unfinished Revolution, 1863-1877 (New York: Harper & Row, 1988), 
pp. 346-7; George C. Rable, But There Was No Peace: The Role of Violence in the 
Politics of Reconstruction (Athens: University of Georgia Press, 1984), pp- Xi, 11, 
15, 58, 63, 81, 188, 191. 

29. Ransom and Sutch document that poor whites in every wealth strata were much more 
likely to own land than were poor blacks. One Kind of Freedom, pp. 85~6. 

30. For similar reasons, the “white primary” also allowed open political discussion of 
intraregional wealth distribution in connection with Democratic party nominations 
without threatening either local race relations or cohesive sectional opposition to 
national, Republican policies. Because blacks were barred from participating, the 
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In the Populist and Bryan campaigns, even mild social-democratic ap- 
peals failed to reformulate the basis of major party competition, because 
industrial workers preferred the hard-money, high-tariff interregional 
program of the Republican party to central state regulation of capitalist 
markets under the auspices of periphery agrarians. Even though the So- 
cialists were weaker both locally and nationally than the Populist party 
at their respective peak strengths, the Socialists established a deeper or- 
ganizational base throughout the nation and maintained a grass roots 
organization in local politics over a longer period than did the Populists. 
In addition, the Socialists attracted at least some support from most 
sectors of industrial labor, whereas the Populist alliance with the Knights 
of Labor proved barren throughout the manufacturing belt and the Bryan 
campaigns drew only perfunctory loyalty from foreign-born workers. 
Furthermore, the Socialists maintained a deafening silence on most of 
the major issues involved in interregional wealth redistribution, such as 
the tariff and the monetary standard, issues that provided the very foun- 
dation of the Populist movement.’* This silence focused the Socialist 
party’s attention on the potential common interests of core and periphery 


Democratic primary in effect settled questions of intraregional shares of southern 
wealth within che white community before confronting Republican candidates in the 
general election. During the 1890s, for example, the Populists in Alabama and Lou- 
isiana proposed that a white primary be held with the Democrats in order to nominate 
the “white” candidate in the general election. Morgan Kousser attributes their over- 
ture to a belief that plantation Democrats controlled a significant share of the black 
vote and thus exploited an economically dependent group in clections. The white 
primary, it was hoped, would even the odds in a contest between lower class and 
upper class whites by denying the plantation elite the votes of dependent blacks, At 
the same time, a restricted primary would have brought agreement on a common 
candidate and thus eliminated divisions within the white community that potentially 
allowed black Republicans to play a balance-of-power role in the general election. 
The Shaping of Southern Politics: Suffrage Restriction and the Establishment of the 
One-Party South, 1880-1910 (New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1974), 
p.75. Kousser takes pains to recognize widespread Populist opposition to disfran- 
chisement. However, many elements in his account suggest that the complex politics 
of disfranchisement involved poor white recognition of the fact that black identifi- 
cation with the Republican party and vulnerability to economic intimidation tended 
to weaken political insurgency in the South. For example, the escape clauses, such 
as the grandfather clause, provided to poor whites helped to target suffrage restrictions 
exclusively on blacks. In'addition, the contradictory electoral strategies of poor white 
political leaders (for example, whether to embrace blacks in a class coalition or 
exclude them from voting altogether) illustrates the ambivalence with which white 
insurgents viewed their potential allies. Finally, che fact that any definition of a 
national lower class would necessarily include the vast majority of all southern whites 
meant that no suffrage restriction could have been enacted in the South without 
substantial white lower class support. 

31. See, for example, the Socialist party platforms of 1904, 1908, and 1912 in Kirk H. 
Porter, ed., National Party Platforms (New York: Macmillan, 1924), pp. 265-70, 
311-18, 361-8. 
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lower classes in pressing redistributive claims in national politics. Finally, 
the Socialist party possessed a modern, professional preoccupation with 
electoral success that insured, within the limits of socialist doctrine, a 
pragmatic optimalization of the organization’s electoral appeal, whereas 
the Populists were a much more loosely coordinated and less cohesive 
organization.** All these contrasts suggest that the two parties represented 
different potential routes to social democracy. 

In local politics, the Socialist party was strongest in the Northeast and 
Midwest, where intraregional redistribution was an appealing issue.*? In 
the core economy, the party pressed working-class claims on corporate 
income in a number of ways (such as redistributive policies enacted by 
municipal governments and regulation of working conditions), and 
elected members to state legislatures and to the mayoralties of industrial 
cities. The party, however, was much less successful in national elections 
in these regions. In presidential elections during the early twentieth cen- 
tury, Socialists were a much more powerful force in the southern and 
western periphery, where the party’s program could combine both in- 
terregional redistribution (through the socialization of transportation and 
regulation of industry) and intraregional redistribution (through state- 
sponsored agricultural collectives in warehousing and marketing as well 
as unionization of workers in extractive industries).'* The leading So- 


32, As Shannon put it, “In being all-inclusive, in being a fairly loose alliance of regional 
political groups, the Socialists unconsciously were following the pattern of the major 
political parties. As the party of Lincoln had within it Western agrarians and Penn- 
sylvania manufacturers, so the party of Debs had within it Oklahoma share-croppers 
and New York garment workers; ... the Socialist Party was firmly committed to the 
ballot box, to attempting to attain its objective, the cooperative commonwealth, 
through political and parliamentary action.” In'later years, Shannon argues, the 
party's electoral strength faded away because it attempted “to cast all its members 
in the same mold, [violating] one of the basic principles of American political parties.” 
The Socialist Party, pp. 6, 260. Not all scholars would agree either with this char- 
acterization of the party or the impact of ecumenical electoral strategies on leftist 
party strength. For a review of the literature, see Lipset, “Why No Socialism,” 
PP. 131-3. 

33. Of the nineteen Socialists in state legislatures in 1913, for example, fourteen were 
elected in the Midwest, one in the East, four in the West, and none in the South. 
Ethelwyn Mills, Legislative Program of the Socialist Party (Chicago: Socialist Party, 
1914), pp. 10-11. For a description of Socialist party strength in local elections, see 
Ira Kipnis, The American Socialist Movement, 1897-1912 (New York: Monthly 
Review Press, 1952), pp. 345-63; Nathan Fine, Labor and Farmer Parties in the 
United States, 1828-1928 (New York: Rand School of Social Science, 1928), pp. 
224-9. 

34. The subsequent persistence of Socialist party support in eastern industrial centers has 
misled some scholars into describing the party’s strength at its peak in 1912 in terms 
more appropriate to later periods. See, for example, Zolberg, “How Many Excep- 
tionalisms?” p. 427. In fact, however, it is quite possible that the votes cast by small 
landowning farmers, tenants, and sharecroppers, as well as rural laborers, exceeded 
in 1912 the number of Socialist ballots cast by manufacturing workers and miners. 
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cialist states in the 1912 presidential election were Oklahoma (16.6 per- 
cent), Nevada (16.5), Montana (13.6), Arizona (13.5), Washington 
(12.5), California (11.7), Idaho (11.3), Oregon (9.7), and Florida (9.3). 
Among the worst states for the Socialists were Indiana (5.6 percent), 
Connecticut (5.3), Michigan (4.2), New York (4.0), New Jersey (3.7), 
Massachusetts (2.6), Rhode Island (2.6), New Hampshire (2.3), and 
Maine (2.0).* 

The Socialist failure to break into the Civil War party system reflected 
the enduring American state-building problem of inadequate political 
and economic integration. This problem persisted until the New Deal 
restructuring of the political economy partially nationalized the class 
structure of national party competition by bringing blacks and labor into 
the Democratic party. Even so, the equivocation of New Deal reformers 
‘on race segregation, southern disfranchisement, and the confinement of 
social welfare programs to northern constituencies all represented conces- 
sions to the plantation elite. What united New Dealers between 1932 
and 1965 was not a social-democratic vision but a common assault on 
the privileges of northern capital.** 

From this perspective, Barrington Moore may have erred in arguing 
that Union victory promoted the development of social democracy in the 
United States. If the North had lost the Civil War, both the northern 
Union and the new Confederacy would have had internally coherent class 
coalitions as the basis of their respective major parties. Without the 
southern insistence on devolution of authority (states’ rights), the post— 


Though they constituted a much smaller proportion of the total electorate of the 
nation, the states of the South, West, and Plains contributed over 37 percent of the 
Socialist presidential vote. Subtracting from this roral the ballots cast by miners and 
manufacturing workers (important but small fractions of all periphery support) 
and adding rural votes cast in states such as Minnesota, lowa, Missouri, Wisconsin, 
and Kentucky, the agrarian wing of the Socialist party probably reached rough parity 
with what was, under most definitions of “working class,” the support given by 
American labor. For a description of Sccialist voters in the Southwest, see James R. 
Green, Grass-Roots Socialism: Radical Movements in the Southwest, 1895-1943 
(Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 1978), pp. 228-69. 

35. Calculated from vote totals reported in Edgar Eugene Robinson, The Presidential 
Vote: 1896-1932 (Stanford, Calif.: Stanford University Press, 1947), 1914 World 
Almanac, and manuscript returns in individual state archives. The breadth of Socialist 
strength within some of these states was truly remarkable. Of Oklahoma’s 77 counties, 
for example, all but one reported Socialist percentages that exceeded the 5.2 percent 
cast for the party in New York County (Manhattan), New York. For a discussion 
of the 1912 campaign and Socialist streagth in the periphery generally, see Elizabeth 
Sanders, Farmers, Workers, and the State (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 
forthcoming). Formal party membership figures, adjusted for population, convey a 
very similar picture of Socialist party strength across the nation. See The Party Builder, 
numbers 12 and 15, December 18, 1912, and January 11, 1913, respectively. 

36. Bensel, Sectionalism and American Political Development, pp. 147~74- 
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Civil War Democratic party could have embraced a state-centered pro- 
gram of social-welfare expansion and marketplace regulation that might 
have competed successfully with Republican developmental policies. At 
the very least, the resulting major party debate over such proposals would 
have borne a much closer resemblance to that in contemporary European 
movements. Even more, such a class-coherent alignment might have rad- 
ically changed the trajectory of American state development (in the 
North) in a more centralizing, interventionist direction. 

The evolution of the South as an independent nation could have fol- 
lowed several possible paths. Each depended on the timing of the abo- 
lition of slavery, which in turn appears to have depended on the point 
at which independence was achieved. If independence had been estab- 
lished very early in the war, the institution might have survived intact 
and endured beyond the elimination of serfdom in Czarist Russia (1861) 
and slavery in Brazil (1888).’” However, war rapidly corroded the foun- 
dations of the institution and, under most probable scenarios, slavery 
was already one casualty as early as the autumn of 1862, when Lincoln 
issued the Emancipation Proclamation.’* Even the Confederate govern- 
ment itself began to contemplate emancipation as a war measure by late 
1864 and, in the spring of 1865, the South enacted “‘slaves-as-soldiers” 
legislation promising freedom in return for military service (see Chap- 
ter 3). 

Emancipation, of course, did not necessarily imply full political and 
civil rights for blacks and, with southern independence, the possibility 
of a Reconstruction-like period of black political participation and power 
sharing would have been foreclosed. On the other hand, the freedman 
would not have been aligned with the alien Republicans of the North 
and subsequent political integration may not have been either as painful 


37. Both the Brazilian and Russian experiences provide indirect support for the argument 
that an independent South would have found a peaceful road to abolition. In Brazil, 
for example, the plantation provinces peacefully acquiesced in slavery’s abolition as 
the national government (in which advanced industrial or financial interests had little 
or no influence) gradually withdrew institutional supports for the system and slaves 
simply walked away from their masters. See Robert Conrad, The Destruction of 
Brazilian Slavery, 1850-1888 (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1972), ch. 
17. On the abolition of Russian serfdom, see Jerome Blum, Lord and Peasant in 
Russia: From the Ninth to the Nineteenth Century (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton Uni- 
versity Press, 1972), pp. $77-600. For a somewhat narrow comparison that reaches 
a different conclusion, see Peter Kolchin, Unfree Labor: American Slavery and Russian 
Serfdom (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1987), pp. 0-1, 373-5. 

38. For an excellent introductory narrative that concisely chronicles the impact of the 
Civil War on slavery as an institution, see Ira Berlin, Barbara J. Fields, Thavolia 
Glymph, Joseph P. Reidy, and Leslie S. Rowland, eds., Freedom: A Documentary 
History of Emancipation, 1861-1867 (New York: Cambridge University Press, 
1985), pp. 1-56. 
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or such a long time in coming. One of the most important barriers to 
poor white—black political cooperation would have been removed under 
this scenario by the elimination of potential interregional wealth redis- 
tribution. Even handicapped by black identification with northern Re- 
publicans, southern Populism was much more radical and, in regional 
terms, more politically successful than the western wing of the movement. 
Asimilar insurgency within an independent Confederacy might have been 
even more powerful. In any event, it is difficult to imagine how populist 
insurgency could have ended in disfranchisement of poor, whites if the 
South had been a separate nation. 

Furthermore, an independent South would almost certainly have been 
a more prosperous region, especially if the war had been won early. 
Under reunion, some of the bitterness and violence associated with post- 
war, intraregional redistribution can be attributed to the fact that there 
was so little wealth to redistribute in the South.” If an independent South 
had been more prosperous, the adjustment of black and lower class white 
claims on production probably would have been less violent. Finally, in 
evaluating the social-democratic possibilities of each of these scenarios, 
it must be remembered that what actually occurred in the South — the 
long century of violence, segregation, and disfranchisement that drew to 
a close only during the 1960s — was a tragic and traumatizing period in 
American history.*° If Lee and the Army of Northern Virginia had pre- 
vailed at Gettysburg in July 1863, before the immense destruction that 
accompanied subsequent Union invasions of the South but after military 
action had fatally undermined the institution of slavery, southern inde- 
pendence might, as was the case in the North, have enhanced the pros- 
pects of social democracy within a new southern nation as well. 

The political legacy of the American Civil War and Reconstruction can 
therefore be briefly summarized under three headings. Under economic 
development, the events of these periods accelerated northern expansion, 
retarded southern growth, and probably contributed to net national eco- 
nomic development in a global perspective (that is, in developing a major 
industrial economy). In terms of the modernization of private economic 
organizations, by which is meant their expansion, consolidation, and 
nationalization, the impact of the Civil War was a positive factor from 
all perspectives, North, South, and nation. For the South, modernization 
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came in the form of integration into a national market dominated by 
northeastern corporations. In terms of social democracy, by which is 
meant the emergence of formal political organizations dedicated to a 
redistribution of wealth from upper to lower classes and the insula- 
tion of the latter from some of the hardships imposed by open market 
competition, the long-term impact of this period was almost certainly neg- 
ative for the North and possibly also for the South. What little social- 
democratic potential the Civil War possessed was embodied in emanci- 
pation and largely abandoned during and after Reconstruction. From a 
social-democratic perspective, subsequent American development was 
debilitated by the legacy of southern separatism that imposed incoherent 
class coalitions upon the national political system. Thus, the weak, de- 
centralized social-welfare commitment of the American state was very 
much the product of the Civil War and Reconstruction political economy, 
and Union victory meant that the continuing dilemma of southern sep- 
aratism, not social dislocation associated with industrialization, would 
be the major problem facing late-nineteenth-century state-builders. 


Index 


Adams, Green, 80 

‘Adams, Henry: condemns radical Repu 
cans, 353, 362m; condemns tariff, 3310; 
on political parties and government pol- 
icy, 278, 281n 

Administration Democrats: oppose ante- 
bellum development policies, 76, 77; 
oppose federal prohibition of polygamy, 
91n; policy positions in Thirty-sixth 
Congress, 49-505 refuse to compromise 
on tariff, §1, 54-73 support Breckin- 
ridge, 64 

administrative capacity: comparison of 
Union and Confederate policies, 125— 
35; creation of Republican party-state 
and, 207-8, 227-8; dimension of state 
authority, 107-11; in Confederate state, 
230-3; Treasury operations in financial 
markets and, 239, 275-81 

Alabama, 37; administrative costs of reve- 
nue collection in, 403; antebellum fed- 
eral officials in, tos; assistance to 
soldiers’ families, 165; bankruptcy pe- 
titions in, 313; enlists Creoles in army, 
153; congressman expelled from Con- 
federate Congress, 121; distribution of 
federal officials in, 400; postwar occu- 
pation of, 389; postwar Republican 
strength in, 384; support for Confeder- 
ate state expansion, 221; white primary 
in, 431 

Albany, New York, 265 

Alexander, Thomas B., 177, 221; on sup- 
pone of Confederate war effort, 231, 


Alleghany Arsenal, 86, 87 

‘American party, 24; policy positions in 
Thirty-sixth Congress, 49-50; resistance 
to secession and, 80-5; supports ante- 
bellum development policies, 76, 77; 
supports federal prohibition of polyg- 
amy, 91n; supports tariff, 44-55 
tactics during speaker’s contest, 54-6 

Anti-Lecompton Democrats, 24; back 
Douglas, 64; policy positions in Thirty 
sixth Congress, 49-50; support antebel- 


lum development policies, 76; support 
federal prohibition of polygamy, 91n 

Arizona, 433 

Arkansas, 123; antebellum federal officials 
in, 105; bankruptcy petitions in, 313; 
Confederate election in, 196n; construc- 
tion of Pacific railroad and, 76; cotton 
tax receipts in, 339; distribution of fed- 
eral officials in, 400; illegal distilling in, 
396n; income tax receipts in, 337; post- 
war occupation of, 389; postwar Re- 
publican strength in, 384; rapid 
population growth in, 374; rivers and 
harbors projects in, 74; secession of, 
59; suffrage in, 389n; suspension of 
writ of habeas corpus in, 143 

Arlington, Virginia, r95n 

army: see United States Army 

Atkinson, Edward: opposed to Recon- 
struction, 351n; spokesman for financial 
community, 284 

Atlanta, Georgia, 189, r95n, 387; suspen- 
sion of writ of habeas corpus in, 143 

Atlantic cable, 253 

Augusta, Georgia, 195n, 372, 417 


Baltimore, 408; banks and fiscal policy, 
244-7; commercial relations with 
South, 243n; impact of secession on, 
37-8; martial law in, 142; national 
bank system and, 265, 271, 310; posi- 
tion of in antebellum financial system, 
239; Union troops attacked in, 140 

Bank of England: American resumption of 
gold standard and, 295, 296 

Bank of New York, 255 

bankruptcy, 3235 impact on national po- 
litical economy, 313-145 passage of na- 
tional law, 158-9, 313-14 

Barney, William, 27 

Bateman, Fred, 31 

Baton Rouge, Louisiana, 387 

Beard, Charles A., 4r9n 

Beck, James, 358 

Bell, John: nominated for president, 64 

Benedict, Michael Les, 308n; on connec- 


437 


438 


Benedict, Michael Les (cont.) 
tion between currency inflation and rad- 
ical Reconstruction, 362 

Beringer, Richard E., 177, 221; on sup- 
porters of Confederate war effort, 231, 


233 

Bingham, John, 357, 358 

Blake, Harrison, 23 

blockade-running: Confederate controls 
on, 179-80 

bond market: see New York Stock 
Exchange 

border states: distinct position in postwar 
political economy, 305~6; proposals to 
reconstruct, 356; sends Confederate vet- 
erans to Congress, 407; Union and 
Confederate states and, 195-7, 207-9, 
217-18 

Boston, 20; banks and Union fiscal policy, 
163n; commercial relations with South, 
243n; customs employees in, 402n; fi- 
nancial community in, 283-4; income 
tax receipts from, 337; national bank 
system and, 265; per capita bank note 
circulation, 269, 271; position of in an- 
tebellum financial system, 239 

Boutwell, George: National Bank Cur- 
rency Act and, 320; performance as 
Treasury secretary, 277; Republican 
party politics and, 279; Treasury opera- 
tions in bond market and, 261n 

Boyce, William, 42~3, 44n, 59m 

Branch, Lawrence, 79 

Brazil, 332, 434 

Breckinridge, John: candidate for presi- 
dent, 64; platform, 65-6, 67-8, 75 

Bristol county, Massachusetts, 269 

Broomall, John, r52n 

Brown, John: raid on Harper's Ferry, 48— 
9 58 

Brownsville, Texas, 397 

Bryan, William Jennings, 427, 431 

Buchanan, James: congressional investiga- 
tion of administration of, 47; opposes 
river and harbor improvements, 753 
secession crisis and, 58, 85-8; signs tar- 
iff bill, 74; slavery in Kansas and, 40-1, 
493 supports steamboat regulation, 743 
vetoes land-grant college bill, 69 

Bull Run, 177 

bureaucracy: civil administration in South 
during Reconstruction and, 391-5; pa- 
tronage in competitive party system 
and, 422-3; proposed bonus to federal 
employees, 342-3; Republican party- 
state and, 207-8, 227-8; state authority 


Index 


and, 108-9; strength of in Confederacy, 
13-14, 183, 185—6, 187n, 192, 236; 
support in Confederate Congress for au- 
tonomy of, 230-3; see also civil service 
Butler, Ben, 356, 362n 


Calhoun, John C., 210 

California, 61; growth of Republican 
party in, 22; remained on gold stan- 
dard, 309n; sends few Union veterans 
to Congress, 408; Socialist vote in, 4333 
supports Pacific railroad, 75, 178 

Canada, x, 105 

Carey, Henry C., 326n 

Cassity, Michael J., 422n 

census: undercounting in 1870 enumera- 
tion, 374n 

Central America, 36 

centralization: comparison of Union and 
Confederate policies, 116-25; dimen- 
sion of state authority, 107-10 

Charleston, South Carolina, t20n, 3745 
federal employment in, 105; free trade 
and, 1753 manufacturing in, 195, 3725 
postwar occupation of, 387, 398; sus- 
pension of writ of habeas corpus in, 


143 

Charleston Courier, 162n 

Chase, Salmon P., 241n; changes opinion 
‘on constitutionality of legal tender, 
292n; competence as Treasury secre- 
tary, 276; Republican party politics 
and, 279; ties to Jay Cooke, 247n 

Chattanooga, Tennessee, 1950 

Chicago, 38, 265; income tax receipts in, 
337 

Cincinnati, 38, 265; income tax receipts 
in, 337 

citizenship: comparison of Union and 
Confederate policies, 135-46; dimen- 
sion of state authority, 111 

civil rights: proposed legislation to pro- 
tect, 355 

civil service: during Civil War, 131-25 
emergence of, 423~4; insulates state bu- 
reaucracy, 108; reform proposal, 341— 
2; supported by finance capitalists, 
299-300; viability of Reconstruction 
and, 404— 

Civil War, American: American economic 
development and, 419-21; as northern 
response to secession, 78-85; as schism 
in American upper class, 425; causes of 
9, 11, 333 first modern war, 94; funding 
of and failure of Reconstruction, 364—- 
5 modernization and, 5-10, 414-15, 


Index 


416-24, 435~6; origins of state author- 
ity in, ix, 1-2 

claims, court of, 128 

Clark, John G., 1210 

Cleveland, 265; income tax receipts in, 
337 

client-groups: comparison of Union and 
Confederate policies, 161—- 
of state authority, 111-12; government 
debt created by, 163, 241-2 

Cobb, Howell, 86 

colonization: of freedmen, 178-9 

Colorado, 90, 408 

Columbia, South Carolina, 189, 387 

Columbus, Georgia, 195n, 417 

Columbus, Ohio, 337 

Colwell, Stephen, 306 

Commercial and Financial Chronicle: 
as organ for financial community, 

‘condemns legal tender decision, 

‘on capacity of democratic 
governments to manage financial 
system, 
278; on civil service reform, 299-300; 
on interest rates in New York, 266n; 
‘on interior distrust of capital concen- 
tration, 244n; on paper currency and 
insulation from foreign panics, 250; on 
stability in financial system, 
282n 

‘Commercial Navigation Company, 343 

Committee of Thirteen, 56n, 59 

ee of Thirty-three, 56n, 59 


34 

Committee on Banking and Currency, 
House, 314 

ee on Elections, House, 470 

‘on Military Affairs, House, 

12 

Committee on Reconstruction, House, 
358 

Committee on the Confiscation of Rebels, 
House, 157 

Committee on the Judiciary, House, 23, 
355s 356 

Compromise of 1877, 3, 413; and post 
office patronage, 371, 395-6; descrip- 
tion and analysis of, 368-78 

Confederate Bureau of Conscription, 
137-8 

Confederate Congress, 79; information 
concerning, 115; members from con- 
tested areas and, 195—7, 207-9; patron- 
age and, 126-7; presidential coalition 
in, 230-35 prior service of members in 


439 


U.S. Congress, roon; secret sessions in, 
117-18, 198n; structural weakness in 
Confederate state, 183; see also roll call 
analysis 

Confederate Nitre and Mining Bureau, 
146, 186 

Confederate Post Office department, 
101-2 

Confederate States of America: absence of 
Supreme Court in, 132-4; border state 
congressmen and, 207-9; conscription 
and war mobilization in, 135-9; early 
development of, 99-105; expansion of 
and immigrant populations, 211, 216; 
expansion of and lack of party system, 
228-33; expansion of and manufactur- 
ing areas, 209-11; expansion of and 
slave holding, 198, 207-8; impact of fi- 
nancial policy, 238n, 242n; nationalism 
in, 11; redistribution of wealth in, 165— 
6, 167, 183—4; sectional stress in, 216— 
19; slavery and, 153-6; social base of, 
192-3, 225, 2353 southern economy 
and, 146-7, 169-72, 183-8, 233-4; 
state authority in compared to Union, 
X, 12-13, 94-9, 191~2, 233-6; stimu- 
lated southern economic development, 
417-18 

Confederate Supreme Court: organization 
of, 132-4; proposed jurisdiction, 124-5 

confiscation: colonization of freedmen 
and, 178-9; comparison of Union and 
Confederate policies, 156-8; redistribu- 
tion of wealth to southern loyalists and, 
191, 303) 349-50, 354) 379-80 

Congress: expulsion of members, 120-1; 
patronage and, 126-7; secret sessions 
in, 117-18; state authority and, 108-9 

Connecticut, 433 

Conrad, Charles, 119, 154 

conscription: comparison of Union and 
Confederate, 135-9; Confederate eco- 
nomic controls and, 183-6; exemptions 
to Confederate, 130-1 

Constitutional Union party, 59; nominates 
John Bell, 64; platform, 65 

Cooke, Jay, 241n; as alternative to New 
York banks, 253; markets Union debt, 
247; on McCulloch's qualifications as 
Treasury secretary, 276; postwar rail- 
road boom and, 252 

Cooper, Samuel, 119 

cotton: export duty on, 176; internal 
Fevenue tax On, 331-2, 339, 4165 
northern economic development and, 
403; production and Confederate state 


440 


cotton (cont.) 
expansion, 221-2, 224; regional con- 
centration of banking capacity and, 
274; resumption of gold standard and 
export of, 301, 348, 416n; southern 
economic ties with the North and, 41-2 

Cottran, Wade S., 175 

Coulter, E. Merton, 1390 

counterfeiting: federal legislation to pre- 
vent, 314 

courts, see judiciary 

Cox, Samuel, 162 

Crawford, George, 119 

Crittenden compromise, 60 

Crockett, John, 196 

Cuba: and the extension of southern slav- 
ery, 36, 65, 67 

currency: autonomy of financial system 
and paper, 250-1; devaluation and re- 
sumption of gold standard, 296; ex- 
change controls on, 151~3; gold notes, 
248; legal tender, 111, 162; legal tender 
cases, 292-3; market exchange of, 255; 
nationalization of, 124; see also green- 
backs, national bank notes 

Custer, George A., 398 

customs: see tariff 


Dabney, Morgan, 252n 

Danville, Virginia, 148 

Davis, David, 370 

Davis, H. Winter: backs coercion of the 
‘South, 80; casts decisive vote for Re- 
publican speaker, 54; on secession, 37— 
8; proposes board of admiralty, 128-9; 
‘Wade—Davis bill and, 123-4 

Davis, Jefferson, 60, 79, 119; appoint- 
‘ments to naval academy and, 126; con- 
trols on export/import trade and, 180; 
leadership of statist coalition and, 229- 
33, 235; on arming slaves, 154-5; op- 
poses legal tender legislation, 162n; or- 
ganization of army and, 130; peace 
negotiations with Union and, 177; sup- 
ports railroad subsidy, 148; suspends 
writ of habeas corpus, 1424; vetoes 
soldiers’ home, 166 

Davis, Reuben, 3 3n, s9n 

Dawes, Henry, 79-80, 343 

Delaware: free blacks in, 29; proposal to 
reconstruct, 356; sends Confederate vet- 
erans to Congress, 407 

Democratic party: absorbs Populist party, 
427; American political development 
and, 423; as southern developmental 
coalition, 374, 376-7; composed of ele- 
ments outside Republican coalition, 


Index 


312; Compromise of 1877 and, 368— 
78; Confederate veterans in Congress 
and, 405-6, 411-12; during Recon- 
struction, 3-4; 1868 platform supports 
currency inflation, 311, 319; expansion 
of slavery and, 27n; hostility to central 
state authority, 11, 280; in border 
states during Civil War, 197; New Deal 
realignment and, 433; opposed to nativ- 
ism, 46; opposed to Reconstruction, 
382; opposed to tariff protection, 44-53 
‘opposition to Union war mobilization, 
225-7, 229-30; patronage and, 423; 
social democracy and, 426-7, 433—45 
splits in 1860, 64-6; see also Adminis- 
tration Democrats, Anti-Lecompton 
Democrats 

Detroit, 265 

direct taxes: comparison of Union and 
Confederate policies, 168; see also 
extraction 

District of Columbia: loyalty oath for mi- 
litia in, 78-9; quartering of troops in, 
79; Slavery in, 24, 60 

Dodge, William, 363n 

Donald, David, 362n 

Douglas, Stephen: candidate for president, 
64; platform, 65—6, 75; support for 
popular sovereignty and state forma- 
tion, 89-91 

Dred Scott decision, 24, 40, 65, 91 

Drexel, Morgan, 252 


East: American state formation and, 10; 
capital formation in, 417—18; distribu- 
tion of federal officials in, 399-4035 
growth of Republican party in, 22; 
postwar share of rivers and harbors 
spending, 344-5; rivers and harbors 
Projects in, 74; Socialist party in, 432; 
source of federal employees in capital, 
346; Union veterans in Congress and, 
408, 411 

Edgerton, Sidney, 168 

Egypt, 332 

Eiselen, Malcom Rogers, 307 

Eliot, Thomas, 362n 

emancipation: amendment to constitution, 


144-5 

English, William, 80 

Erie Canal, 38 

Etheridge, Emerson, gon 

Europe: export of manufactured goods to, 
426n; harvest in and suspension of gold 
standard, 250; hostility to Union debt, 
248-9; postwar railroad boom and, 
251-2 


Index 


export controls, 179-80 

extraction: as substantive dimension of 
state authority, 112; comparison of 
Union and Confederate policies, 167— 
73, 187-8; distribution of federal offi- 
cials and, 396-402; economic base of 
society and, 96-9; finance capitalist 
program and, 297-9, 329, 331-41; re- 
ceipts from internal revenue, 337-403 
tax on cotton, 331-2; tax on state-char- 
tered bank notes, 124, 268, 286-7; tax- 
ation of national banks, 316-17 


Ferleger, Herbert Ronald, 174, 277 
Fessenden, William: Republican party 
politics and, 279; Treasury secretary, 

6 


finance capitalists: Andrew Johnson's Re- 
construction policy and, 348-9; as 
client group, 163, 238-9, 241-2; as fi- 
nancial community, 282-5; class cre- 
ated during Civil War, 10, 14, 237, 
363-5; class definition, 242n; congres- 
sional districts sympathetic to, 310; 
congressional support for program of, 
323-9, 334-41, 344-8, 358-63; evalu- 
ation of Treasury operations, 280, 293, 
294, 301; in Republican coalition, 311— 
12; interests of in national political 
economy, 282, 283; iron manufacturing 
and financial program of, 326-8, 335; 
national banks and, 172; operating re- 
quirements of financial system and, 
285-93; oppose radical Reconstruction, 
301-2, 304, 348-53; oppose rapid cur. 
rency contraction, 288-92, 297; oppo- 
sition to creation of national bank sys- 
tem, 285-7; postwar railroad boom 
and, 252; program for political econ- 
omy, 306, 312-22; relative interest in 
debt and market trading, 295-6; ruined 
in Confederacy, 238n, 420n; support 
civil service reform, 300-1, 341-2; sup- 
port government role in financial mar- 
kets, 300-1; support public sale of 
Treasury gold, 315-16; support reduc- 
tion in federal spending, 300-1, 341-4; 
support reform of revenue system, 297— 
9, 329, 331-4; support refunding of na- 
tional debe, 321-2; support resumption 
of gold standard, 292-7; Union fiscal 
policy and, 188; see also Commercial 
and Financial Chronicle, Hunt's Mer- 
chant’s Magazine, Wells 

financial markets: antebellum organization 
of, 239-40, 243-4; comparison of 
Union and Confederate policies, 151-3; 


441 


conditions for stability in, 239, 2545 
harvest cycle and, 250-1, 261, 263, 
264-7; modernizing impact on in 
Union, 236-7, 241, 243-54; national fi- 
nancial system and, 254-5; Union war 
mobilization and, 238; see also New 
York Gold Exchange, New York Stock 
Exchange 

financial system: conditions for stability 
of, 239, 254; dominance of New York 
City in, 239-40, 253-4; economic de- 
velopment of the postwar South and, 
416-17; federal debt as foundation of, 
261; regional distribution of national 
banks and, 272-4; threats to, 275, 281; 
see also finance capitalists, financial 
markets 

Fink, Leon, 428n 

Fisk and Hatch, 247n 

Fisk, Jim, 259n 

Florida, 310; distribution of federal offi- 
Gials in, 400n; in 1876 election, 369; in 
1868 election, 382n; postwar Republi- 
can strength in, 384; Socialist vote in, 
433; support for Confederate state ex- 
pansion, 221 

Floyd, John, 119: response to secession, 
85-6 

Foner, Eric: on absence of labor party in 
the United States, 429n; on moderniza- 
tion, 5; on potential for slave rebellion, 
35n; on premodern groups in America, 
96n; on redistribution of southern 
wealth to freedmen, 354; on Republican 
attitude toward slavery, 22; on Republi- 
can party and “industrial bourgeoisie,” 
241n; on Republican support for tariff 
protection, 83 

Foote, Henry, 121 

foreign policy: proposals for negotiated 
peace, 176-8 

Fort Mackinac, 105n 

Fort Moultrie, 105n 

Fort Sumter, 120n 

France, 12n; as industrial power, 186n; 
bonds as model for United States, 
321-2 

freedmen: as loyalist group in South, 303, 
349-50, 378-9, 381-2; colonization 
abroad, 178-9; confiscation of Confed- 
erate wealth and, 354; cotton produc- 
tion and, 350n; eligible for southern 
homesteads, 164, 354-5; land redistri- 
bution and, 368, 379n; suffrage eligibil- 
ity and, 356-7 

Freedmen’s Bureau, 191, 235, 354, 3675 
enforcement of civil rights and, 355; es- 


442 


Freedmen’s Bureau (cont.) 
tablishment of, 122-3, 348n; participa- 
tion of agents in Reconstruction elec- 
tions, 391n 

Free Soil party, 22 


Galveston, Texas, 397, 418-19 

Garnett, Muscoe, 32n, 79, 131 

Garrison, William Lloyd, 63n 

Gates, Paul, 69n 

Genovese, Eugene, 31, 95n 

Georgia, 37, 86, 143, 310; antebellum 
federal officials in, 105; arms shipment 
10, 86; distribution of federal officials 
in, 400; free trade and, 175; illegal dis- 
tilling in, 396n; martial law in, 189; 
postwar Republican strength in, 383-4, 
389; readmission of, 358; support for 
Confederate state expansion, 221 

Gettysburg, 151, 435 

Gienapp, William, 46n 

Gillette, William: on Confederates in 1868 
Democratic convention, 382n; on occu- 
pation of the South during Reconstruc- 
tion, 395; on Reconstruction and state 
capacity, 349n; on wealth redistribution 
and Reconstruction, 379n 

Gilmer, John, 51, 54-5 

Gilpin’s News Room, 255 

Goff, Richard, 136n 

gold: as reserve for currency, 288; bond 

principal to be paid in, 319, 322; Cali- 
fornia production of, 258; in legally en- 
forceable contracts, 293, 297, 318; see 
also gold standard, New York Gold 
Exchange 

gold standard: antistatist policy, 294-5; 
currency supply and resumption of, 
289-92; 1861 suspension of, 152, 238, 
249-50; European credit markets and, 
422; finance capitalists and resumption 
of, 293-7; international factors underly- 
ing, 294n; Populist party and, 427; re- 
demption of bank notes and, 288; 
reduces state authority, 112; suspension 
‘of and European influence on the finan- 
cial system, 249-51, 294-5; suspension 
of and organization of New York Gold 
Exchange, 255; suspension of and sub- 
treasury system, 248 

Gosport, Virginia, 87n 

Gould, Jay, 259n 

Grant, Ulysses S., 296n, 369, 370; erosion 
of southern Republican strength during 
presidency, 387; legal tender cases and, 
292; National Bank Currency Act and, 
320, 325; Republican nominee in 1868, 


Index 


382; signs Public Credit Act, 318 

Great Britain, ix, 9, 44n; accused of con- 
spiracy on tariff reform, 45-6, 331; 
American financial system and, 239-40, 
253; as industrial power, 186n; board 
of admiralty in, 129; bonds as model 
for United States, 321-2; central role in 
the international gold standard, 256-7, 
294-5; government admired by finance 
capitalists, 295; postwar railroad boom 
and, 251n; repatriates American securi- 
ties, 248-9 

grcenbacks: Congress suspends contrac- 
tion of, 290; congressional proposal to 
increase number of, 318-19; congres~ 
sional proposal to redeem bonds in, 
3195 derivative markets in, 262-5; gold 
value of, 256~7; legal tender cases, 
292-3; legislation authorizing, 162; re~ 
lationship to national bank notes, 263— 
4, 288; resumption of gold standard 
and, 289-92, 297; traded on New York 
Gold Exchange, 255-60 

Greensboro, North Carolina, 148, 394n 

Griswold, John A., 331 

Grow, Galusha, 49 


habeas corpus, writ of: comparison of 
Union and Confederate policies, 139~ 
44; Confederate war mobilization and, 
184; conscription and, 136n; suspended 
by army in postwar Texas, 381 

Hamilton, Alexander, 241n 

Hamilton, Andrew: backs southern route 
for Pacific railroad, 76 

Hammond, Bray, 242n 

Hampton Roads, Virginia, 398 

harvest cycle: see financial markets 

Hawkins, George, 59n 

Hayes, Rutherford: and Compromise of 
1877, 368, 371, 377-8, 398 

Hayes, Samuel, 306 

Helper, Hinton: wrote Impending Crisis 
of the South, 48, 49 

Hepburn v. Griswold, 292 

Hill, Joshua, 80 

Holman, m, 343 

homestead legislation: as world system 
policy, 112; election of Republican 
speaker and, 44; for the Confederacy, 
164; passage of, 73; part of Republican 
program, 76 

Houston, George, 59n 

Huntington, Samuel, 4 

Hunt's Merchant’s Magazine: as organ for 
financial community, 282-3; on bank 
reserves and financial markets, 266; on 


Z 


Index 


civil service reform, 341-2; on con- 
gressmen and the income tax, 337, 339; 
on currency circulation and abolition of 
slavery, 291-2; on federal taxing au- 
thority, 298n; on greenback contrac- 
tion, 290—1; on impact of Civil War on 
southern class relations, 349; on mili- 
tary occupation of the South, 351n; on 
National Bank Currency Act, 320-1; on 
national bank system, 286, 287, 315; 
on organization and operations of the 
gold exchange, 256n, 258; on Public 
Credit Act, 318n; on qualifications of 
Assistant Treasurer for New York, 
275—6; on Refunding Act of 1870, 
322n; on repeal of cotton tax, 332n; on 
regional concentration of banking ca- 
pacity, 272; on tariff politics, 299n; on 
Treasury operations and financial stabil- 
ity, 275, 276, 277, 278n; on Treasury 
operations in the bond marker, 261n; 
urges public sale of Treasury gold, 315— 
16; on virtues of two-party competition, 
280-1 

Huston, James L., 428n 


Idaho, 408, 433 

Mlinois, 22; resistance to secession and, 80 

Ilinois and Michigan Canal, 38 

immigrant populations: support for Civil 
War state expansion and, 211, 216 

import/export houses: tariff and hedging 
operations on gold exchange, 257, 258, 
295 


impressment: in Confederacy, 135, 159— 
60, 170n, 183-6 

income tax: finance capitalists and reform 
of, 298-9, 332-3; receipts from, 337— 
9; see also extraction 

India, x, 332 

Indiana, 46n, 433 

Indiana, State Bank of, 279 

Ingersoll, Ebon, 317, 318 

internal revenue: administrative costs of 
collection of, 403; comparison of Union 
and Confederate policies, 168-72; fi- 
nance capitalists and reform of, 298-9; 
regional distribution of employment in 
bureau, 346n, 396, 399, 401; tax on 
cotton, 331-2; tax on state-chartered 
bank notes, 124, 268, 286-7; taxation 
of national banks, 316-17; total re- 
ceipts from, 339-40; Treasury holdings 
of greenbacks and, 262; see also extrac- 
tion, income tax 

Interstate Commerce Commission, 16 

lowa, 75, 433n; support for Blake resolu- 
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tion, 23-4 
Iverson, Alfred, 26n 


Jackson, Mississippi, 189, 387 

Jarnett, Daniel de, 78-9 

Jenckes, Thomas A.: sponsors bankruptcy 
legislation, 313n; sponsors civil service 
bill, 342 

Johnson, Andrew: pardon policy of, 122~ 
3, 157; Reconstruction policy of, 348, 
356; vetoes Public Credit Act, 318 

Johnson, Henry C., 279n 

Johnston, Joseph E., 119 

Joine Committee on Conduct of the War, 
178n 

judiciary: Confederate organization of, 
101, 103; nationalization of commerce 
and, 314n; state authority and, 107-9, 
124-5, 128, 132-4; writ of habeas cor- 
pus and, 139-40 

Julian, George: sponsors southern home- 
stead bill, 354-5 


Kansas, 80; antebellum army in, 105; as 
issue in 1860 election, 65; distribution 
of federal officials in, 400; Lecompton 
constitution and, 40; proposed admis- 
sion as slave state, 40-1; sends Confed- 
erate veteran to Congress, 408 

Kentucky: American party in, 77; con- 
tested by Union and Confederacy, 195— 
7; illegal distilling in, 396n; proposal to 
reconstruct, 356; resistance to secession 
and, 80; sends Confederate veterans to 
Congress, 407-8; service of militia, 
1225 ‘suspension of the writ of habeas 


Keys, David: appointed postmaster gen- 
eral, 371 

Knights of Labor, 431 

Know-Nothings: see American party 

Knoxville, Tennessee, 144, 269; income 
tax receipts in, 337 

Kousser, J. Morgan, 431n 

Ku Klux Klan, 394n 


La Follette, Robert, 426, 428 

Lancaster county, Pennsylvania, 354n 

land-grant colleges, 69, 73; support for 
and resistance to secession, 82-5 

Larrabee, Charles, 43 

Latham, Milton, 61 

Leach, James T., 177 

Leavenworth, Kansas, 265 

Lecompton constitution, 40, 495 see also 
Kansas 

Lee, Robert E., 154 
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legal tender, see currency 

legislature, see Congress 

Letcher, John, 62 

Lincoln, Abraham, 12n; bureaucratic au- 
tonomy and, 207-8, 227-8; election of 
as cause of secession, 58-9; Emancipa- 
tion Proclamation and, 144-5; negoti- 
ates service of the militia, 122; party- 
centered war mobilization and, 229-30; 
patronage and, 126-7; peace negotia- 
tions with the Confederacy and, 177; 
Reconstruction policy, 123-4; response 
to secession, 86-8; supports broad 
party coalition, 225n; suspends writ of 
habeas corpus, 139-42 

Lipset, Seymour Martin, 427n 

Little Big Horn, 398 

Little Rock, Arkansas, 387 

Livermore, Clews and Company, 247 

Liverpool, 240, 331 

London, 240, 253n 

Louisiana, 123, 153; administrative costs 
of revenue collection in, 403; antebel- 
lum federal officials in, 105; black pop- 
ulation in, 382n; Confederate election 
in, 196; Confederate veterans in Con- 
gress and, 408; construction of Pacific 
railroad and, 76; distribution of federal 
officials in, 400; 1876 election in, 393n; 
1868 election in, 390n; electoral votes 
in 1876 election, 369; free blacks in, 
29, 31; in negotiations with Hayes 
spokesmen, 375; postwar occupation 
of, 389, 395n; postwar public land sales 
in, 418n; postwar Republican strength 
in, 384; represented in Union Congress, 
196; rivers and harbors projects in, 74; 
suffrage in, 389n; suspension of writ of 
habeas corpus in, 143; white primary 
in, 431n; withdrawal of federal troops 
from, 371, 377 

Louisville, 195n, 265 

Lynchburg, Virginia, 195n 


McCallum, D.C., 150 

McClellan, George, 177 

McCulloch, Hugh, 284~5, 288n; appoint- 
ments to revenue commission and, 306; 
on benefits of resumption of cotton cul- 
tivation, 348; on capacity of democratic 
governments to manage financial sys- 
tem, 277-8; on resumption of gold 
standard, 290; qualifications as Treas- 
ury secretary, 276-7, 280; supports re- 
distribution of national bank notes, 
320; Treasury operations in the bond 
market and, 261n; Treasury operations 
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on the gold exchange and, 259-60 

McCurdy, Charles W.: on Supreme Court 
and emergence of national market, 15n 

McKitrick, Eric: on lack of party system 
in Confederacy, 228-9 

McNeely, Thompson, 319 

Maine, 105, 141, 400, 433 

Mann, Michael, 3, 109n 

martial law, 141-4, 184—5; under Sher- 
man, 189; in border states, 197 

Maryland, 151; American party in, 77; 
distribution of federal officials in, 400; 
free blacks in, 29; impact of secession 
on, 37-8; martial law in, 142; propos- 
als to reconstruct, 356; sends Confeder- 
ate veterans to Congress, 407; service of 
militia, 122; suspension of writ of ha- 
beas corpus in, 141 

Mason, James, 73 

Massachusetts, 400, 402n; legislature en- 
dorses Sumner speech, 20n; Socialist 
vote in, 433 

Memphis, 195n, 269, 372; suspension of 
writ of habeas corpus in, 143 

merchant marine, 418n 

Mexico, x, 12n; extension of southern 
slavery and, 36; refuge for runaway 
slaves, 31 

Michigan, 400; Republican party strength 
in, 22; Socialist vote in, 433; supports 
finance capitalist program, 329 

Midwest: capital formation in, 417; com- 
mercial ties with New York City, 38-9; 
distribution of troops in, 398; Repub! 
can machines in, 402; rivers and har- 
bors projects in, 74; Socialist party in, 
432; Union veterans in Congress and, 
408, 411 

Miles William Porcher, 33n, 85n 

: see United States Army 

military pensions, 9; Confederate policy, 
164-5; election of Union veterans to 
Congress and, 410-11 

militia, federal, 78, 79; service outside 
home state, 121-2 

Milwaukie, 265 

Minnesota, 400, 433n; antebellum army 
in, 105; support for Blake resolution, 
23-4 


Mississippi: administrative costs of reve- 
nue collection in, 403; arms shipment 
to, 85-6; bankruptcy petitions in, 313; 
black population in, 382n; cotton tax 
receipts in, 3395 disposition of troops in 
during 1868 election, 387n; distribution 
of federal officials in, 400; in 1868 elec- 
tion, 382n; postwar public land sales in, 
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418n; postwar Republican strength in, 
384; readmission of, 358; suffrage in, 
389n; suspension of writ of habeas cor- 
pus in, 143 

Missouri, 75, 310; antebellum federal offi- 
cials in, 105; congressman from ex- 
pelled, 121n; contested by Union and 
Confederacy, 195-7; illegal distilling in, 
396n; sends Confederate veterans to 
Congress, 407-8; service of militia, 
122; Socialist vote in, 433n 

Mobile, Alabama: antebellum federal offi- 
cials in, 105; antebellum manufacturing 
in, 195n; Creoles participate in the de- 
fense of, 153; customs officials in, 397; 
postwar occupation of, 387; suspension 
of writ of habeas corpus in, 143 

modernization: American state formation 
and, 4-10, 16-7; American Civil War 
and, 5-10, 414-15, 416-24, 435-6; de- 
fined, 5 

Mohr, Clarence L., 155n 

money markets: see financial markets 

Montana, 398, 400; Socialist vote in, 433 

Montgomery, Alabama, 79, 100 

Montgomery, William, 46n 

Moore, Albert, 138 

Moore, Barrington: on secession and Civil 
War, 92n; on Civil War and social de- 
mocracy, 433; on future of southern 
dominated nation, 7; on South as capi- 
talist society, 96n 

Moorhead, William, 46n 

Morgan, J. Pierpont, 252 

Mormons: federal prohibition of polyg- 
amy and, 89-90; impact of proposed 
Pacific railroad on, 75 

Morrill, Justin, 69, 316 

Morris, Robert, 241n 

Morton, Oliver P., 144n 


Nashville, Tennessee, 195n, 269, 372, 417 

National Bank Currency Act, 319-21, 
322, 325 

national bank notes: relationship to green- 
backs, 263—4, 288; required reserves, 
258, 263; resumption of gold standard 
and, 289; see also National Bank Cur- 
rency Act, national bank system 

national bank system: as client group, 
163; congressional proposals to abolish, 
314715; carly growth of, 268-9; flaws 
in, 287-90; frontier settlement regions 
and, 309; holds large portion of federal 
debt, 258; internal revenue taxes on, 
316-17; New York financial commu- 
nity and, 285-7; passage of legislation 
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for, 172; pyramidal organization of, 
265; redemption of notes issued by, 
288-9, 297; regional distribution of, 
269-74, 289, 319-21, 416-17; re- 
quired reserves, 263n; shareholders as 
large portion of financial community, 
306-7; subtreasury system and, 248; 
tax on state-chartered bank notes and, 
124, 268; see also National Bank Cur- 
rency Act 

nationalism: American state formation 
and, 10-12, 15-17, 225; components 
of, 63-4; resistance to secession and, 
83, 85 

nativism: as issue in Thirty-sixth Con- 
gress, 45-6, 50-1, 54-7 

navy: appointments to Confederate acad- 
emy, 126—7; during secession, 87n; pro- 
posed board of admiralty, 128-9; 
resignation of officers from, 79-80 

Nebraska, 400 

Nelson, Thomas, 45 

Nevada, 75, 90; remained on gold stan- 
dard, 309n; sends few Union veterans 
to Congress, 408; Socialist vote in, 433 

New Deal, 433 

New England: financial community in, 
283-4; participation in national bank 
system, 269-74; potential alliance with 
West, 44, 62; Republican party strength 
in, 22; supports Blake resolution, 23-4; 
supports finance capitalist program, 
328; Union veterans in Congress and, 
408 

New Hampshire, 433 

New Jersey: insurance companies in, 272; 
Socialist vote in, 433; tariff protection 
for iron and, 51, 83; Union veterans in 
Congress and, 408 

New Mexico: antebellum army in, 105; 
slavery in, 29, 60, 66 

New Orleans: antebellum banks in, 243n; 
antebellum federal officials in, 105; fed- 
eral officials in, 396-7, 398; free trade 
and, 175; impact of Civil War upon, 
418-19; impact of secession on, 38-9; 
income tax receipts in, 337; manufac- 
turing in, 195n, 372; national bank sys- 
tem and, 265, 269; postwar occupation 
of, 387; suspension of writ of habeas 
corpus in, 143 

New York Chamber of Commerce: con- 
demns tariff, 331n 

New York City, 42, 78, 156, 316; admi 
istrative costs of tariff collection in, 
403; banks and fiscal policy, 163n, 
244—7; commercial relations with 
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New York City (cont.) 
South, 36, 243n, 417n, 418-19; delega- 
tion from and Union state expansion, 
218-19, 221; distribution of federal of- 
ficials in, 399; dominant position in 
antebellum financial system, 239-40; 
dominant position in postwar financial 
system, 253—4; expansion of financial 
community during Civil War, 249; fi- 
nancial community in, 283, 310; impact 
of secession on, 38-9; income tax re~ 
ceipts from, 3375 importance in foreign 
trade, 272, 401; location of financial 
markets in, 255; national banks and 
federal debt, 261; national bank system 
and, 265, 297; per capita bank note cir- 
culation, 269, 271; proposed as free 
city, 61; sends Confederate veteran to 
Congress, 408; site of 1868 Democratic 
convention, 382n; Socialist vote in, 433n 

New York Clearing House: founding of 
and antebellum bank system, 240n; 
growth of clearings during Civil War, 
249; opposition to national bank sys- 
tem, 285-7 

New York Courier and Examiner, 88 

New York Customs House, 257; corrup- 
tion in, 279n 

New York Gold Exchange, 152; circula- 
tion of greenbacks and, 262~3; organi- 
zation and operations, 255-60; panic 
on, 258-9; public sales by Treasury, 
315-16 

New York State, 272n, 310; administra- 
tive costs of revenue collection in, 403; 
distribution of federal officials in, 400; 
Republican party strength in, 22; So- 
cialist party in, 432n, 433; support for 
finance capitalist program, 328; Union 
veterans in Congress and, 408 

New York Stock Exchange: bond trading 
on, 260-2; “call loans” and, 240, 263, 
265-7; gold trading and panic on, 259— 
60; growth of during Civil War, 249; 
harvest cycle and panic on, 264-7; in- 
different to gold market, 255 

New York Times: on antebellum southern 
prosperity, 28; on changing outlook for 
secession, 58-9; on New York City 
trade dominance, 38-9; on Pacific rail- 
road and secession, 76; on Republican 
support for tariff protection, 73; on 
secession and the Constitution, 62n; on 
secession rumors, 62, 86 

New York Tribune, 36n; concedes seces- 
sion to the South, 63n 

Norfolk, Virginia, 269; antebellum federal 
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officials in, 105; antebellum manufac- 
turing in, 195n; postwar federal officials 
in, 397, 398; suspension of writ of ha- 
beas corpus in, 143 

North: antebellum legislative program for, 
68-78; class alignment of postwar party 
system in, 421; commercial relations 
with the South, 41-2; decision to resist 
secession, 18, 60—4, 78-85, 93; devel- 
‘opment of and state expansion, 66-78, 
91-3, 210, 235-7, 403, 414-15, 416— 
21; dominates post-Reconstruction 
army, 412-13; elects Union veterans to 
Congress, 405-12; force behind mod- 
ernization, 5-11, 15-17; interregional 
wealth redistribution and party system 
in, 428-9; racism in, 22n; Reconstruc- 
tion and class relations in, 350-2; Re- 
publican party as developmental 
coalition in, 374n, 376-7; Republican 
platform as program for, 66-8 

North Carolina, 143; administrative costs 
of revenue collection, 403; free blacks 
in, 29, 31; illegal distilling in, 396; in- 
come tax receipts in, 337; postwar oc- 
cupation of, 389; postwar Republican 
strength in, 383-4; revenue collectors 
and Republican party in, 394n; seces- 
sion of, 59; support for Confederate 
tariff and, 174; support for Confederate 
state expansion, 221 

North Dakota, 427 

Northeast: see East 


Ohio, 310; Republican strength in, 22; re- 
sistance to secession and, 80; supports 
finance capitalist program, 329 

Ohio Plan, 319, 322 

Oklahoma: Socialist party in, 432n, 433 

Oregon, 75; in 1876 election, 369; Popu- 
list party and, 427; remained on gold 
standard, 309n; sends few Union veter- 
ans to Congress, 408; Socialist vote in, 
433 

Owsley, Frank, 122n 


Paine, Thomas, 241n 

party-state, Republican, 2-4, 92; Ameri- 
can state formation and, 414-15; bu- 
reaucratic autonomy and, 207-8, 227— 
8; defined, 4n; management of financial 
system and, 280-1, 301; opposed by 
slave state congressmen, 207-8; patron- 
age and, 402; social base of, 225; state 
expansion during Civil War and, 237; 
survival of and Reconstruction, 365, 
366-7; transition to state-centered plu- 
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ralism, 4 

party system: administrative capacity and, 
278-81; class alignment of postwar, 
421, 424-35; class basis of and Com- 
promise of 1877, 376; state formation 
and, 5, 15, 227-33, 414-15 

patronage: appointment of Treasury secre- 
taries and, 279-80; civil service reform 
and, 299-300; creation of loyalist 
groups in South and, 351-2, 367, 391— 
400, 403-5; in Republican party-state, 
237, 367, 402, 422-3; military acad- 
emy appointments and, 126-7; recruit- 
ment of state officials and, 229, 236; 
slavery and Republican control of, 24 

Pennington, William: elected speaker, 50n, 
51, 56 

Pennsylvania, 151; army suppression of 
strikes in, 398; congressional districts 
and employment in iron industry, 310; 
delegation backs tariff protection for 
iron, 51, 54~6, 73-4, 329; distribution 
of federal officials in, 400; 1860 Repub- 
lican platform and, 83, 307; insurance 
companies in, 272; People’s party in, 
46n; supports finance capitalist pro- 
gram, 329 

Pensacola, Florida, 105 

Perkins, John, 175-6 

Petersburg, Virginia, 195n 

Philadelphia, 316; banks and fiscal policy, 
163n, 244-7; commercial relations with 
South, 243n; financial community in, 
283; income tax receipts in, 337; na- 
tional bank system and, 265, 271; posi 
tion of in antebellum financial system, 
239; suspension of writ of habeas cor- 
pus and, 140 

Phillips, Wendell, 39, 63n 

Pittsburgh, 86, 265; impact of Civil War 
upon, 419; income tax reteipts in, 337 

Plattsburgh Barracks, 105n 

Populist: movement and Civil War veter- 
ans in Congress, 406-8; movement in 
South, 435; party and social democracy, 
427-8, 431-2 

Poggi, Gianfranco, 11 

Portsmouth, Virginia, 143 

postal system: absorbed by Confederacy, 
101-2; creation of loyalist group in 
South and, 351; describes postwar com- 
mercial network, 272—4; postwar re- 
gional distribution of officials, 396-8, 
400-1 

Potter, David M., 36n; on lack of party 
system in Confederacy, 228; on wealth 
redistribution and fate of Reconstruc- 
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tion, 379n 

president, office of: appointment of army 
officers, 118-20, 127-8; bureaucratic 
autonomy and, 207-8; state authority 
and, 107-9; strength of in Confederacy, 
183 


presidential election: analysis of 1868 and 
1869 southern returns, 182-94; in 1876 
and Compromise of 1877, 368—71; 
party platforms in 1860, 64-8, 75 

price controls, 111: Confederate, 159-60, 
166 


Progressive Era, 427n 

Progressive party, 428 

property: comparison of Union and Con- 
federate policies, 146-61; dimension of 
state authority, 111 

Providence, Rhode Island, 269n 

Pryor, Roger, 78, 87n, 90n 

Public Credit Act, 319, 323; description 
and passage of, 317-8 


railroads: as world system policy, 112, 
149, 178; Civil War and Reconstruction 
financing of, 251-2; comparison of 
Union and Confederate policies, 148- 
$1; Confederate control of, 137, 182-5; 
construction of East Tennessee line, 
148-9, 209n; government corruption 
and, 423; legal tender cases and, 292— 
3; Pacific link considered, 75—6; Recon- 
struction governments in South and, 
404; support for Pacific link and resis- 
tance to secession, 82-5; tariff on iron 
and, 308, 329, 331, 333 

Raleigh, North Carolina, 144 

Ramsdell, Charles, 136 

Randall, Samuel J., 315 

Ransom, Roger, 419n: on postwar south- 
ern recovery, 420n; on wealth redistri- 
bution and Reconstruction, 379n 

Reagan, John, 16, 32n 

Reconstruction: Compromise of 1877 
and, 368, 376-8, 413; creation of loyal- 
ist groups in South and, 303~4, 349— 
52, 367, 378-9, 413; finance capitalists 
and, 14, 301; hinders return to power 
of former Confederate nationalists, 
304-5, 381n; modernization and, 9; 
opposed by finance capitalists, 348-53, 
363-5; policies implementing, 353-8; 
range of possible policies for, 190-1; 
tied to Republican party, 301-2, 303; 
Treasury operations in financial markets 
and, 239; Wade—Davis bill, 123-4 

Refunding Act of 1870, 321-2, 323 

Republican party: analysis of strength in 
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Republican party (cont.) 
South between 1868 and 1876, 382-94; 
as agent for northern economic expan- 
sion, 69, 76-8, 421, 426; as agent of 
state formation, 2-4, 10, 89-93, 225~ 
30; as alliance between industrial East 
and agrarian Midwest, 43; as loyalist 
group in postwar South, 378-9, 391-5; 
as nationalist force, 11-12, 18-19, 63— 
4; as northern developmental coalition, 
374n, 376-7; as threat to slavery, 20- 
6; backs tariff protection, 73~4, 307, 
426, 428; changing strategy toward Re- 
construction, 353-8; coalition and Re- 
construction, 301-2, 303, 311-12, 365, 
381; Compromise of 1877 and, 368— 
78; discriminates against southern wing, 
372n, 381n; 1860 platform and north- 
ern economic development, 66-85 ex- 
pansion of slavery and, 27—9; leads 
resistance to secession, 78-85, 86-8; 
legislative support for finance capitalist 
program and, 323-9, 335; legislative 
support for Reconstruction and, 358, 
361-3; nativism and, 45-6, 66, 211; 
patronage and, 300, 367, 402, 422-3; 
patronage and appointment of Treasury 
secretaries, 279-80; policy positions in 
Thirty-sixth Congress, 49-50; postwar 
divisions in, 306, 308; reduction in fed- 
eral spending and, 300, 311, 335, 341— 
8; social democracy and, 426-7; Union 
veterans in Congress and, 405, 411-12; 
see also party-state, party system 

revenue, see direct taxes, extraction, inter- 
nal revenue 

Rhode Island, 400, 433 

Richardson, William: performance as 
Treasury secretary, 277 

Richmond, Virginia: Civil War expansion 
of, 417, 419; Confederate employment 
in, 103; manufacturing in, 195n, 372; 
martial law in, 143 

Richmond and Danville Railroad, 148 

Richmond Dispatch, 162n 

Richmond Examiner, 121n, 187 

river and harbor improvements, 401: 
Compromise of 1877 and, 371-2; de- 
feated in House, 74-5; postwar spend- 
ing on, 343-5; support for and 
resistance to secession, 80-5 

Robinson, William, 100 

roll call analysis: of amendment to Inter- 
state Commerce Act, 16n; of Blake an- 
tislavery resolution, 25-6; of decisions 
on federal expenditures and operations, 
346, 347; of New York City support 
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for Union state expansion, 222; of par- 
tisan support for Union state expansion, 
226-7; of postwar financial policy deci- 
sions, 324, 325, 327, 328, 330; of post- 
war revenue policy decisions, 334, 336; 
of presidential coalition support for 
Confederate state expansion, 232; of 
Reconstruction legislation, 359-60; of 
reduction in income tax, 3395 of resis- 
tance to secession, 81-2, 84; of sec- 
tional stress in Union and Confederacy, 
217, 219; of southern support for the 
Compromise of 1877, 373; of Union 
and Confederate state expansion, 199— 
207, 212-15, 220, 223-4 

Roosevelt, Theodore, 426 

Ross, Lewis W., 314-5 

Russel, Robert, 75 

Russia, 434 


St. Joseph, Missouri, 77 

St. Louis, Missouri, 156, 195n, 265; sus- 
pension of the writ of habeas corpus in, 
141 

Salisbury, North Carolina, 143 

San Francisco, 75, 265 

Santo Domingo, 12n 

Savannah, Georgia, 195n, 372, 387, 418 
19 


Schaefer, Donald, 28n 

Schmitz, Mark, 28n 

Schwartz, Anna: on factors underlying in- 
ternational gold standard, 294n 

Scott, Winfield: response to secession, 85, 
86 


secession: compromise efforts to avoid, 
$6-7, $9; election of a Republican pres- 
ident and, 48; explanation for, 18, 35— 
9, 57-60, 69, 92—3; future of slavery 
and, 19-20, 32; impact on national po- 
litical economy, 12; nonslaveholding, 
whites and, 34-5; northern decision to 
resist, 18, 60-4, 78-85; of regions 
other chan the South, 43, 61-35 re- 
sponse of American state to, 85-91; 
states’ rights and, 13; urged by southern 
congressmen, 59-60 

sectional stress, 77n; analysis of in Union 
and Confederacy, 216-19 

Sefton, James, 388n 

Seip, Terry L.: on fact of southern Repub- 
licans, 305n, 361n 

Sellers, James L., 416n 

separatism, southern: advantages of a 
southern nation, 35~9; American state 
formation and, ix-x, 10, 414-15, 425, 
436; central state authority and, 60-1; 
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class alignment of the party system and, 
421; defined, 1; during and after Re- 
construction, 15-17; former Confeder- 
ate nationalists and, 3, 406-8, 411-13, 
429; in the Democratic party, 4233 so- 
cial democracy and, 424-36; the Com- 
promise of 1877 and, 377-8; the 
national political economy and, 64n 

Seward, William, 85; compromise efforts 
during secession crisis and, 50; on con- 
flict between slavery and free labor, 20— 
1, 405 on economic impact of slavery 
on the South, 42; on impact of seces- 
sion, 18; on nativism, 45n; on possible 
American empire, 61n; on suspension of 
writ of habeas corpus, 141; response to 
secession, 86-8; suggests foreign war, 
12n 

Scymour, Horatio: Democratic nominee in 
1868, 382; financial program in 1868 
election, 311; opposes Reconstruction, 


Shannon, David, 425n; on professionalism 
of Socialist party, 432n 

Sharkey, Robert: on economic determin- 
ism, 304n; on iron industry support for 
inflation, 326n; on McCulloch's compe- 
tence as Treasury secretary, 276; on 
western bankers and currency contrac- 
tion, 318n 

Shellabarger, Samuel, 357 

Sherman Antitrust Act, 16 

Sherman, John: leading candidate for 
House speaker, 49, 54, 56; ties to Jay 
Cooke, 247n 

Sherman, William Tecumseh, 354; 
orders retaliation on southern civilians, 
189 

Shreveport, Louisiana, 387 

Sickles, Daniel, 61 

Skocpol, Theda, 1 

Skowronck, Stephen, 5, 98n, 110n 

slavery: abolition of and social democracy 
in an independent South, 434-5; 
amendment to the constitution, 144~6; 
as issue in Thirty-sixth Congress, 40-1; 
as obstacle to national development, 
42-3; cash economy and abolition of, 
291-2; contraction of in South, 29-32; 
1860 party platforms and, 65-6; future 
of, 19~20; nonslaveholding whites and, 
34-5; northern capitalism and, 32-3; 
personal liberty laws in North and, 
89n; Republican party and, 20-6; slave 
holding and support for state expan- 
sion, 198, 199-208; slaves as soldiers, 
153-65 207; soil exhaustion thesis and, 
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26-9; statist program for, 88-9; Union 
war mobilization and, 235 
Smith, William N. H., 51, 55-6 
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